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ABSTRACT

.
, ..

,

, The pUrpoSe of this research was to examine the re-
. ,

,

.

latiOnship between the level of nutritional consumption and
, ,:..

the education, indome, and family site of selected families:

An Atlanta, Georgia. Eighty-four families-were selected

and distributed by incomes into three Strata.)

.

It was hypothesized that'the difference between the.,..
, . 0 .

, = 'mean of twolktrata;bpper and lower; Ul - U equaled to
.

,,.. .. 4 . , .
k' ' . 2 ,

\ .
. ,,,- ,' et ' ,
. % zero against the alte ative hypothesis that it would.be

, .-,

.
different from zero in'khowledge of nutrition, incbme,,and

,

family size.'

The objectives bf thg study were to determine:.

'1. The difterences'inknowled of nutrition,
4

of income, and of faMily

lower strata families;

2. The shOpping practices f families;

3. The average weekly food xpenditures;'

n the upper and

4. The mean educational*level;

13
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5. The differences in the mean weekly food ex-

penditures compared with the national norm

,mean and,.the standard set for study.

T1e t-test indicated that the hypothesis was rejected

at the
;

.05 level of confidence. Pearson Product.- Moment
=

Coefficient Correlation indicated that a relationsh

between the three variables existed.

Analysis of data revealed that although thirty-three

percent of the families spent enough money to have had an
.

adequate diet, most of their diets were inadequate. Seventy-

seven percent of the families` however, would have required

larger expenditures to provide adequate diets for family

members:. Ironically, families with the lowest incomes per

capita had the most adequate diets:'

Careful study of nutritional practices revealed that

most dietd were beloW recommended allowances of fruits,

vegetables, milk, breads, and cereals, and above recommended

amounts of green vegetables and

was related more to ldck of use

knowledge 'itself, and to, family

income.

meats. Inadequate nutrition

of knowledge than to lack of

Size than to amount of money

It is recommended that further research be conducted

with these families regaiding dietary behavioi and the

application of nutrition education.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEICAND ITS SETTING

,
Families throughout the world fie, unusual problems

, .

resulting from ociological and technologicaichanges.

.,
'Among the most p evalent changes are urbanization and in-

dustrialization hich,have been made possible by managerial

and politicgl s 'lls. Regrettably, man has not developed

these ..111e skills to ,insure every family member an ac-
t

ceptable quality of life; because he has not, mane families

.:..

have'unusual and difticult problems. Effoits to find .

reasonable solUtions to,theie problems should be intensi-
1

,
t

fled; Such effo is are crucial to the national interest.

\ ,

Families in the ,sciern citiesand_ttiose in inner .cities

...,-- t

Jr have' much in comm as basic Units: Tl7ey share many of
6 '

1111:'e same types
,

of health problems such as diabetes, anemia,'
:

. -

and high blood' pressure, ppobiem, often stemming from mal-

nutrition-. .These families proi4de rich resources for

comparatiye studies of different dietary habits,and their

effects 9n health. They also provide avenues to -the study

of other types of problems' grOWing out' of the basic human

needs for fOod, clothing, and shelter.

It appears that'society,has been somewhat derelict

in recognizing that education regarding these basic human

1

"." 12
0
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needs is indispensable to an understanding of quality living

A the _modern world and to human suriival. After World

War TT, man was winning: the battle against hunger quanti-

tatively. Bountiful harvests in many nations created '

surplus food, particularly in the Western World. However,

people in the densely populated poor countries were not able-1

.to attain self-sufficiency. 'Presently, therefOre, hunger and

famine are ravaging millions ct the poorest citizens in

forty ox. more nations of the word.

Nearly half a billion eop are suffering from some

food,deficiency. In Afrida Asia, and Latin America

thousandS,of people are dyin of.starvation. Reliable

reports reveal that people'whoSe cupboards ave full and who

have plenty to eat often die of malnutrition because their

diets provide inadequate 'supplies of .certain essential

nutrients,, Even those having the knowledge of the baSic

.

.

nutritional, needs often fail to apply theknOwledge to the

alteration of detrimental. dietary habits and, therefore,

fail to reap the benefits of what they knOw.

flolgamotl stated that the road to better living for

most of the poor'families seems rocky and slow. We know

that there'are lbw-income families in the midst of our.
hafi0W.S.generai: affluence, although we do not alwayd knoW

o

.

1
Mabel Wolgamot, "Low-Income 'Groups Opportunities

Limited," Journal of Home Econbmics 56, No. 1 (January

1964) : 27.\

4
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how many there are and, who they aid.'4iarxing ipdicated,
. .

assumption that the grinding economic problems had been

solved in the United,States. In this theory the natian's

problems were no longer a matter of the basic ,human ne

.\ t

that in the affluent society" there was An imp ctit

of food clothig, and shelter. They were seen as"
qualitative a question of leariiiing to live Acceptably in

. 2

the midPt f.abundance. All of this time-here was another

America%of fctrty to fifty million Citizens who were poor ,

X- and still are,

Continuing growth, in man's numbers and-in his con-

sumption of the earth's resources has bean a cornerstone .

of Western man's belief in progress. According to Mead,2

,

our abundance Ana our responsiveness to offered food 3ia6Ve.

',made obesity a serious problem for about fifty million

Americans. At the other extreme, there are many who, in-

their effort not to gain weight, use reducing diets or

eat fascitaile foods' ...fOodS that are satisfying but not

nourishing. Both types of eating habits have created vast;,'"
. -

!
pocket4 of malAutrition in the midst of our abundance.

The important role which food plays in building a,

strong healthy world cannot be overemphasized. The asso7

ciation of improper diet and malnUtrition with deficiency

1Michael Harrington, The Other America; Poverty in.
the United States (Penguin Books, Macmillan, 1962), p. 9,

2Margaret Mead, Encore; °The Great Challenge, Feeding
the Hungry Million," Corn Products Company Encore Corn
Products Company (Autumn 1962): 19.

I
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diseases mental problems,, and work losses is a major

challenge to our ingenuity and our creating a new set of

food patt In doing so, the aim might be to foster

in people, and rtictilarly childreft,'the ability to select

for thee es a well-balanced and nourishing diet from the

foods available them. It is apparent, from much of the

written literature, th serious problems affecting levels
,

of living exist in our nation.,

Secretary of State', Henry Kissinger,1 in his address

tOtlelegates at thd,Woeld Food Conference, warned that the

world food crisis raised the possibility of global' disaster.

add#16n, America needs'to study how -to avoid mass

. starvation. SecretaryKissinger linked the food crisis to
.*.

population'pulation' explosion.

snie SOuthern Regional Council2 of A1:anta, Georgia,
. ,

releasedan analysis on.hunger which showed that ma;pu ition
,

.
.,

, r
'contintes to be a' serious. problem in thapP,South. The analysis

...

was based On a 1968 "Ten State'Nutritidfi Survey." The sure

wds Apsoritied as the most authoritative description available

s r`

of the ,range and depth pfthe problem of malnutrition in

the Onited States. The Southern Regional Council emphasized
,

the'nedd to% buildingding:support for a national nutrition
1

. .,,
'

..

policy.
.t !

.,-. ,

'Historical evIdence indicates that man ,has not found
...-'

. , .

1 ,

Kissinger,Ki., .Henry ssinger, World Food Conference (November, 1974).

,
2
Southern Regiona? Council, "Ten State Nutrton Survey"

.

r ii
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Atlanta, Georgia,

.1972. it
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ways to cope effect vely aI efficiently. with his' food

`14oblems. -Research b and Hampton?! points to numerous
1

factors that cause this probl The Most discussed azong .

these'factors has beeh.the infl ence of financial limitations.,

Another factor ha beeh that of 'r king the itriowledge de-
.

'r'ived from nutrition- research useful to people. In aa4,

dition, dietary surveys ave given abundant evidence that th

diets.of many'adolescents,a 4 nutritionally poor and that.

adolesceht need instruction nutrition.

e are rata from the Food d Nutrition Board,of,

the National Academy of Sciences3 demon
4( ,

rating that severe

general ma'Inutritidh during early posthatal
-

. . affect humah.brain structure and disrupt normal Chetical:
14 .1 I

development. Some children suffer, "even before' birth,. ft m

poor nutrition. Latei in childhood, a lack of.sufficient

proteinmay.ause-irreversible brain` damage. it. has b

.

shown that intakel!;°of iron, calcium, v4.tam4n.A.,,..arid.Ascotbic

acid are usually 11;adegua in the diets of poor,peoplel,
.

These nutrients as Well as kilocalories and proteinare
!

critical needs during pregnancy, and frOm.infancy throu4hout

life. The intellectual' development of Children was often

, t,
,

. , .

1Hilda S. White,'"IronNttrient's of Glils and Women,"
Journal of American. Dietetits'',A-53.(gecember 1968);.1.563-70..

1 ' ,
:2Mary.C. Hampton, '!'s.lor;e* and alutrientIntakes of,

Teenagers," Journal of Ameridan,pieteics A 50 (May1967) :
385. '

-1
...' , '- ,,.

6

. . 2
.. ..:t

,.
.3

A Position, Paper of the Foid'and:Nutritiori kioard,-.
,

National Academy of Sciehces, NatiOhal Research Covindil;
1974. , .

.
.

,.,

.

. .

.
4 f,,

,
*'16 X

. .f..
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1Constrained by inadequate nutritIon. McGovern, in dit

cussing the need for nutrition education.legislatiqn, stated

k

that the problem of ignorance about. nutritional matters is

certainly not- confinecito

laymen, since inahy in the

the poor, nor'is, it limited to

medical and allied health pror

fessions have 'had the exposure to nutritional. problems. An
I.expanded program in nutrition has to start With children.,

2
According to White:4

Before a solution to.the problem of malnutri-
tion, dieting, and fdod'faddism can be considered
an understanding of people's actions must be gained°.Only when educators are willing to work within agroUp's value system. will the information
meaningful' and Useful.

Clausi
3
believed.that one of theloigget challenges'in

improving' diet'quality is that of consumer education about

nutrk:ion. pauman
4'
wrote that consumers lack knowledge

about the comPosiion otf-nutritional11;
balanced,,diets and

food sourcesof essential nutrients.

,Families with low income seem 'disturbed by the growing,

burdens of taxes, by their inability,to cope with the rising

cost of living, by loss of jobs, and by the feeling that they

cann t control their own destiny. All of thee, to a greater

1George McGovern, Chairman, Senate Select Committee onNutrition and Human Needs, Nutrition Today,',' Journal ofHome Economics (January 1974): 24.

2.
. L.'White, "New Thoughtsfor Dietary PractiCes,q

P
Schoc!1 Food Service Journal (October 1973): 27:501-54.

3A.'S,Clausi, Food Technology 27 (June 1973): 36-40.

E.* Bauman. "What DoeS the Consumer Know AboutNutti.tion'?" Journal of American Medical Association 225'(July 19.73): 61-62.

L



Me

or lesser 'degree, imping upon 'the family concurrently. ,It
.

is evident that there is a difference in income betty

rich and poor, and also that incomes rise slowly for the

poor. As a nation's per capita sincope increases, so does

the cost of li4ing. So the poor get 'poorer.,

1
Accdrding to Zawacki, there*is national and inter--.

?.. f

natidnalconcern for the rate of population growth. It

appears that neither 'earth nor man can stand many more

doublings: of the human population. 1,oPulation growth may
, .

. .

create pressures on agriculture and diffidulty in finding
.

. . ,

jobs Where unepployMent is 'already serious. MoSt.cogntries
, . i ,

,,..have not developed ways to,Provide,tufficient food and income
r

... for good quali, of lifeo all of their people. The Cbn-

cept. that a Tam4y-can Piave all the children: for which it
.

aanprovide nay be crucial in some part of the world. The

size of a family, particularly in the low income group,
,$,

%

may affect its ability to purchase an adequ'ate diet. It %
. ,

,
. .

is bell,eVed'by tome individuals that.,poor people could-have*, r, I.
A ..

. ,a better quality of life- if they' Ilmitedheir family size

through the practice,offamily'ptanning'and birth control.
(

FaMiiy planning appears to be one way of helping individual
,

, . 1.
. .

, ,
.

faMilies to have a better lifeandalso a way, of helping
, , . ,, , . . ,

the country attain its, national gbals, The Pcpplation Re-,,

, .
ference Bureau said that determiningNXhe size of' one's:

- - .

1April Zawaki, A .Textbook r FaMay Planning Field
E- Workers (Chicago: Universty og C 'bag°, 1971), p. 9

1 ,

2
Pppulation Reference Bureatit pp.11-18.



family had, in most cultures, been a matter of parental

concern aria a, decision beyond thd active control of the

larger society or the intervention of government. Wybourn
1

said that planning'is a human right, the right to make

common sense of our lives, the right of'every child to be

wanted, and the right of mothers and fathers to 'have the

chilclien for whom they are abler to nourish and support.

The 1965 and.1970 Natijinal FertAity Studies showed

that while all socio-economic groups experience unwanted

pregnancies, they occur most often and ave the most, serious

consequences among low income coup Some writerspOint

out that the problems of the poor are. least understooa by

society and more infbrmation'is needed about the way in

which the poor live:

0', Statement of t4e.Problem

This study dealt 'with-the relationship between the

-level of nutritiftal consumption, the education, income,

,and family size of selected poor families in southwest,

Atlanta, Georgia. These elements were inherent in the

problems of rapid population.growth as it affected the .quan-

..

titative And qualitative food intakd. The families were'

divided, by income levels, into three strata with" an eqUai

number of families in,each stratum,-

..They were designated as stratum 1, stratum 2, and'

1Marjorie %rbourn, Director International Project inFamily Planning, "Family Planning Conference" (Washington,D.C.: He Economics Association,' 1971).

19
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stratum 3. Stratum 1 was the lowest income level and

stratum 3 was the highest income level. Relationships were

determined among all strata of families on the level of

nutritional consumption,.income, and family size. Dif-

fenences were determined between the upper and lower strata

families on the bases of their knowledge of nutrition, income,

and family size.

Hypothesis

With respdct to the lowest and highest strata, in the

.

,area of knowledge oi nutrition, knowledge of income, and

knowledge of family size, the f011owing was hypothesized:

The difference between the mean of the two strata,

upper and lower, U1 - U2, equaled zero against the alter-

"native hypothesis that it is,different from zeto.

H : U U = 0Ho 1 2

H
1

: U1 - U
2

0

The objectives of the study were to determine the

differendes 41:

"knowledge of nutrition in ithe upper and lower

strata

b, knoWledgeOf income in the upper and lower strata

64 knowledge of amilyssize in the upper and lower

strata

d. shopping practices,of families in the samples

e. average amount of money spent for food weekly
in each of the three strata andin all. strata

f. 'mean educational level of dachstratumand all
strata

20 .
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10

g. nutritional consumption and knowledge of
nutrition, income, and family. size in eachstratum and in all strata

h. mean yearly income and the mean weekly ex-penditures for food of all the three samplesin comparison wit t the National Norm mean.

,Definition of.TerTs as Used in This Study

Diet--refers to food supplied over a. consecutive

period of time.

#

Family--means a parent(s) with'two or more de-
.pendent children, living within the same house, and on an

annual combined income.

Family size-- refers to the tot numbe members
je..-lixing as a unit 'in the same house.

a

Income - -is thwhet amount of money the family has to
,

1

I
spefid_per year.

, \i1
,.

,

1

Knowledge of family size--means the family's having.
the necessary information to equate.family,size_with family

,

income and nutritional needs;

'Knowledge of income- - refers to the family's having the
necessary information to plan and .spend the, fOod

to meet the dietary needs.

Diet cost- -means the smallest amount of money which
pur6hase adequate food to meet, nutritional requireTents

rec6mirtended in this study.

. Nutritional knowIt)dgeis the, information n'eded to\
select a minimally adequate diet based on family 'composition:

1

Poor familymeans a family of four with an annual

'income between $4,800 and $.,700, which is $100 to $1,000

21

J.



11'
N ,

Per year, above the standaN poverty, level.

Poirerty level--is the Office of Economic ,Opportunity's

standard leirel of $,4,700 per year, for a family, of lour.

- -..-

Rec9mmended dietary pto the public,

/ , .

healtl ecbmmendation designated as gu&des for safeguarding
/,

.

the hea h of the entire popl#sticin in the Unitea States.

Week--i,s six consecutive clays.

Basil iout fOod roub-'-is a tool for 'measuring the.
g

..

.

guaiity.of a diet: . ,.
, .

,
-

. .

. . .... .

t

"Limitations'
1

The'precise'lirriitationg of this research included thek/ I . .

setting, ,the ,population. sample, the hipothesis:a'nd 0)3,4:
CJ, A

jectives, the instruments and the criteria: ne geoglraihical

s tting was the southwest section'oe!the city. of .Atlanta,

GE ia. The populatibn sample consisted Qf'selected poor;
. .

families with specific annual 1..ncomes as they were during
, A

September of 1974. The relationships between the.factors .

\ A

.
.*S m

. stated in the hypothesis and the objectives were measured

by the instruments and criteria developed by the re'earcheri'

ir:°*"

It was necessary for her to develop her ,own instrum4 is, ;-.

. -

mainly ause there were no tested available instruments
.

)
.-.

Which she could employ.
(-

.
, ' The Significance 'of the 'Study'

.

4

An urbanized community in the city of Atlanta, Georgia

was Selected as 'the site ,for this study for a number of

reasons, the first being that Atlanta has been identified bY

.04
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% ..

. .:'

Income Census Tracts A& acity,.hAyj.ng A large percentage' of

problems 'related to pdvert, 'Xn addition, the vast number

,'of.educational institutioe'iocated within-the specific

target area in 'this study, ;need .to seek ways in which their

4

resources may be appliedto*Alleviate some Of the problems

oftheurban'poor.,-.6aleclaxicsaidthat,a,neWspaper.
- . ' .

reporter commented thatsdespite what some coUnty"cfficials
, 0 l

and congressmenmight say, there arc* peoPle in Georgia. who
;

.v . work hard for a living but Who often-go to bed hungry and
. ..

h &ve to live ,under little better conditions 'than those'
. .

..
.

,
r

Y.

/1
O.'

prevailing in pig sties:, Jeffi's? said thati4m;addition
t

.
'' , . ''i

to a limited recognition of the, wide&pread, diversity that
, .

........ '

'

2...

s'exists among the poor' there also is little awareness of
7

.. ..
1 .4,

what. we descfibe as the straddling behavior of the poor. We
mi. r A

t. _find that Many poor straddle poreity and'aMuence. A g'reat
4 ,

. i ... .''
. deal' of heirs behavior, straddles goals associated wi th

-. ,.

-
. .

,..

poverty and deprivation on.thq one hand, and the behavior
-\ i, r

9 '
%.

. I

and 4051s associated with higher' socio-economic status on

-- ,:the other nand.`. Atlnta is :called the Jewel City" of the South,
. .., .

.. ,

a citron tli4ove,,,proud of its' past and confidept'of its
.: . ..

future.:, Right 4:1.1 the midst'of this pride and progress,

t) 6

hoi4ever, thousands of 'people .live. below,substa ntial conditions
,.. . ,.

.
,

. . ,

,in both their home and community environmerits..i., .

-,

, 1pale Clark, A Project Fivdiaportersori the Cit of
, Atlanta. TheShaMe,of Atlarttat produced by Channel 5,
./ Department of Ngws and Public. Affairs '(November 1§63).

.

f at ,
ev .

brriilie Jeffer's, "Hunger Huatlihg and HomeMaking,"
Journal of -EconomicS el', No. 10 (December 41969),:. 755. '

. .
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x. The poor of Georgia have an unusual number of hea th

problems. 'Castorl stated that some 100 to 1500 pergons d

'of hunger and severe malnutrition in Georgia each year a d
'the incidence of mentel retardati7 in Georgia is-twice

. ,

the national average. Georgia Vita]. and Morbility St atist c

shgwed that in Georgia there is a high incidence of low

birth-weight babies, neonatal deaths, maternal deaths, and

maternal anemia among the more affluent. All of thesh
.

,problems deal quite specificelly wit the 'infant and his

mother'. In addition, among the poor in Georgia, high blood,

2

pressure, coronary heart disease, str(*e, and diabetes
i

are highly prevalent among older people. It may, be assumed

that all of these effects are significantly correlatd With
. ,

. , 0
malnutrition and some may be related to a lackof adequate

,

,

amounts -of protein in the diet.

It is hoped that th s study will stimulate and en-
,

courage eduCators, at all evq.sof instruction, to in-.

corporate into their progr s and/or. school"curricUla

nutrition and family planning.information. Further, it is

hop d'that family planning and nutrition concepts will be
1

14`

int rated into the content of all subject areas in schools
, i . \at a 3t'egucational levels. Presently, this "information is

taugh in isolation; as 'separate units of kndwfedge.

W, 0. Castor; Hunger and,Malnutrition iii Georgia;
1969, Report Numbdr 1, Inter-Institutional,Committee on
Nutrition for Georgia, pp. 1 -51.' , '

1

2
Georgie Vital and Morbidity Statistics, 1967.

24
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It is hoped that this research will contribute data

whiCh may be used as base lines for the accumulation of

comparable data in other, but similar, communities. It was

intended that the data collected through this study would

be analyzed, summarized, and used to draw inferences for

the improvement of the teaching of nutrition at all levels

of education. If such imprpvement is made, family life in

Atlanta and America may be strengthened.

The first steps in the development of this research
. ,

problem were drawing up the hypothesis, defining the terms,

and establishing the significance of the study. Other steps

in its development, are described in the following chapters,:

Chapter'II, Review of Related Literature; Chapter III, Cri-

teria; Chapter IV, Methodology; Chapter V, Analysis, and

Discussion of Findings; and Chapter VI, Summary, Conclusions,

and Recommendations.

25
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CHAPTER

REVIEW OF RELATED LITE

The review of related teratu

family nutrition in the Un ted State

few studies have been direr ed town
ti

population such as, those in luded in

ti

URE

e wh'ch focuse
\I

rev4aled that

a pa, cular

is t dy. This

upcin

ery

chapter pr4gents research findings W ch ma have

ficanCe for the development of more effeeti e nutrition

programs. The literature presented is divi d into the

areas of nutrition and dietary practices, fo d expendi-
' ,

)1

tures, and family s'. ie information.

'Nutrition and Dietary Practices

Knowledge alone frequently seems ineffective as a

force causing behavior changes. This may be intricately

"interwoven wits various cultural and social patterns of

behavior in regardto food and health. A.few studies

have been aimed at i e ying areas of mLinformation

about food and health. Corne;y, Bigman, and'WattS1 studied

nutritional beliefs among a low,income urban population.

They found that both white and Negro families had
,

1Pau1 B. Comely, Stanley K. Big an, and ,Dorothy B.
. .

Watts; "Nutrition Beliefs Among a Low-Income Urban Population,
.'Journal of American Dietetics Association, 42$ (February 1963):
131.

15
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1

;
1insuffibieneinformation about tht essentials of an adequate
11

diet. They also discovered that families were deficient ins ;s

.

.

knowledge about the four basic food groups stressed in

k-
1 ,

,

teaching.. In 1965, Jalson investigated, nutritional beliefs

and practices. He found that.su4jects who composed the

'',1.'faddist.' subampl had less nutrition tivian:did the non-'
.

. faddists aid were concentrated in the older a4e and lower

1.4

a

nutri

the gr

.de
pendien

learnin

groups.

ucceSsful mo4ification of behavior' relevant to

on certainly requires a thorough understanding of

pinvolved:. Effective nutrition edudation is de-
' .

.

....-
.

on the use of knowledge, the principles'of
, \..

and factors involved inthe adoption of new ideas.

Dicks2 conducted a study in 1966 on therelationship

of food habits of junior, high school students to depth of

^

.understanding of concepts in food and nutrition. She found

that adbleScentS need .to know more about food and nutrition

. ,

.

conceptsvacademib ability may not always ,influence a

person's food habits; and, adolescents need,to be more
%

.of
i

the importance of adequate food and regular meals.,'

as.

aware

\

4

A: Jalson, M. M. Burns, and J. M: Rivers, liNutr±----2--
tional Beliefs and Practices," Jburnal of American Dietetics
Association 47 (1965): Z63-68.

Mar
Junior High
o^n-^pts'in Fo
Carolina College a

pn C. Dick, "The Relationship of Food Habits of
chool Students to Depth of Understanding of

- and Nutrition" (MasLers Lhesisrpliorth
utham, 1986), pp. 15-16.
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.'i

Likewsei.ginton,1 lin' 1963 investigated fodd habit0)140 ,
.

., .,
.

.
,

.adolescent girls aged.12-14 years. .Knowledge,of nutria
,

.
. , a.\

,in this study was measured by a test of abilitvio'apply..
. ..

w,-

nutritional princ

diet. Knowledge

dietary practices.

rades of Burlington Public and Parochial schools: They
.

aldo tested a grOup of mothers for their nutrition knowledge

in relation.toeducation, upation, and nutritionalLstailp

of their children. They, ound that there isra needlór.

- In addition to the aboVe studies, Morse, Clayton ,

Ales in tile selection of ail adequate

as found to be positively, related to good

and

Cosgrove
2
in 1967 made a nutritional Jtatus itudyjof 422

, .

volunteer children from the seventh, eighth, and ninth

Ift

supervised eduCation in nutrition. They felt t4t,e4en an

elementary course would haVe helped these mothere. _Courses

Act nutrition and familiarity with .foods and their, putx',i144ts

were recommended for the elemeptary grades: These studies

related to.ope of the objectives of this researchalld,may.
A

point out a relationship between knowledge of nufrition:%.,,

and its application in dietary planning.

1 .
,M, A. , Hinton, E. S., Eppright, H. Chadderton and' L.

Wolins, "Eating Behavio.i.rZ d Di tart' Intake ofirls,12-14
Years. Old,".Journal of American ietetics Association' 49,
(1963): 223-27.

1
d

'
!

2
Ellen.H. Morse, Mary M4 Clayton, and Lola de

" .

Cosgrove, "Mothers'Nutrition Knowledge, " Journal of Home:.
Economics 59, No. 8 (October 1967): 667-68.

'11
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A

s.

, Pope1 qnvestigated thp nutritional knowledge and the
A 4

sources of'nFtritional information, of a selected group of
,

kontjtmery Countp, Maryland homemakers through the use of

:

a bultipl..e choice questionnaire. Four designated' areas

Montgomery County, "Maryland pa icipated'in the stud:

Rockville,,Eethesaa, Silvdr Spr and Kensington
r

Wheaton.,Tme hundred homemakers ag ed to participate and

twenty -five were-splectgd.in each of e four areas. It as

found that homem'akersjisted their- nutii:EioAl education in

school aRthe,ir,main source of nf aormtion. Eighty-two
. "- ., .- ,,

-percent,of-the llomemakers seated' utstanding in diet
\.. :

.
. ,

selection-. The researcher pointe outthat,there is a need

,for nutrition

In 1967

'Mucatidn.

, Wayj made itistudy

. . Ii

an ageessmen of nutri-
,

tiOhal knowledge and practices among a selectedsaiple of
..- ,, . .

lbw income homemakers,in Ithaca, New York. The purpose was,

to. deterMine:vhat Somemakers in"the low-income population
; s .

laciciw aboirnutrition; to evaluate therelatirnship be-

tween knowledqe and the homemakers: actual:Practices in
. . .

feeding the: family; and to investigate the sOuroes of her
.

khowledge innutriticin; food pre'garation, and meal ilan-
t

.., .

, '

ning. the researcher" concluded the formal, equgation showed
. ,

Try

,

r
1Jean Mdiie Pope; "A Study of ,the' Nutritional Knowledge

of Montgomery County, Ma nd Homemakers" (Masters thesis,
and the Source of Nutritir;;:l Information of Selected Group

.7rniversity of Maryland, 1967),pp. 9-11.

2 t

Sonny Laureeta-Wayc, "Pn Pc'cacm,..nt 6#,Nvrtritional
Knowledge and Practices Among a Selected Sample of Lbw,-Income

*, Homemakers in Ithaca, New York" (Masters thesis, Cornell.
UniverSity, Ithaca, New York, 1967), pp.,,24, 69-81.

29
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little_relatiphship to the homeritaketsi
*

studies-parallel thp

knowledgesof nutritio

practices:

Food Expenditures. .

Ar
praCtices.. These

resent study( in that they linked '

and' its Application to'dietary,',
.4 .

Williams1 conduct

of lowTincpme families

%).

a study ,6f food ,blUyi;pi:p actice8

Americus, Georgia. She fo d
, that approximately

75 per dent of.the shopiers in.her.tudy
used a shopping' list and

had a'predei6rmined.amount' of
money to spend.

Further study in buying practices"
4 study made by Coale2 ,who investigated the extent of'in-

clusion of, the basic food groups in the diets of homemakers.

I _

One hundred and twenty-eight mothers of preischool children
located in' a low income, NegrO, =ban community ;were inter-
viewed. Half of the bothers had been

taUght'nutrition:
,Food buying and cdst'was

consideredthp most difficUlt
aspects of family feeding.. -

.

Schwartz and Dalrympie3 studied high sohool

(- .

,
tion education to dptermine if high school dome economics

ai *$
.Shirley Walker Williams, "Food

Btiyin4"Practices.Selected Low- and Middle-Income Families ,in AmericusGeorgia" (Masters
.t.bes1,/pniversity of Alabarda, 197t).:

2
Margaret,Sue Coalett'FactOrs Influencing the FoodHabits of Negro Preschool Children in the InnerCity"(Masters thesis, Cornell University, 1972). -

I

3Nancy E. Schwartz,
Dalrymple and VirginiaVivian, "High School Nutrition Education: How Effectiiie isIt?" Journal.of Home geoncir4c6 (May 1974) : 16-17.

<
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.

graduates apply nutrition knowledge when they buy food.

They found that high 'schodl.graduates did not' apply their
...*

nutrition knowledge'whtn buying food. The st.dieS indicake:.
, .,

..-,,,,

that-therdAis a deplorable chap, between what, ,is taught in.

. , .. 1,,

e .nutrition and-what,is put into prabtice. -.

. .

FamilySize

The.concluding section of this'review

-

.. .

of related, 0

literature indicated thathealth status' for children on
to' very young a:nd,ve_ry:old mothersris poor and thatinr%'

.fants and childhood mortality is 4reatei'among lower social

classes than "among` higher social classes.
# 1

. - single made a longitudinal Study of Cleveland

families.

Of common
,

,
She found that there was an incgeasing incidence

,
,

respiratory diseases, infectidni, aria gastroen7,

teritis with increasing family size.'t
4

Campbell, 2 it yiriting° about ,the rode of family _:pl`anning.;

.

; :*:

f

in the 'reduction- of i)overtY1 stated that one Of' the. major'1

t

burdens'of,the poor4isthe large

pendent on' them. The prevention

numbOof.children.der.
,

of unwanted Wrou3,d.

have a substantial economic Impact on families liVin
',ig:in

s
..;

.
4 poverty., It is significant that povertp.Was found in 11,.

.
percent of families wifhymoJchildrerkand 118 percent'of'"", ,

, ,.. s

!

I

'John H. Dingle, George F: iadger,,an4 William g-.:%Jordan, Illness. in the Home':" Study of 25,000 Illnesses aGroUp cif, Cleveland,Familzes.(CleVeland: Western University.Press, 1964), pp. 39, 193, 338.

2
Arthur

the Reduction
ramily 30, No

A. Camphell,'"The Rcic of ramily Planning in
of Poverty," Journal of :Marriage and the

.

.,2 (May 1968) : 236-245.



those with'mbre than fiNie thildrent

.half of the children, in the UnitecrSta
.

in povdrty. statisti* 411.dicai
P-:. 1 :4'.

familieg withf6i4 or more children,. li

would not be-at,the polerty.

werelimj.ted.to three chLidren:

0 means that nearly

es wire gotging up

d that'about450,000-

''" J'

1 119 Zn PoypXtlr,f

nds .for 'their.

.
, ..

- 7-, = ',. ;

gem Stlidies 'have-vb-ein;" donductea. c
,:,

. ,. . .. , , ,., .,

$ticm:e1 ,RTOgrami4/k1though-seVeSallinveS
-:(-,, .;

..-,:: ,

, 1-een itt'Oe , the'll,a,j.prItY:, ,O1 them, _ invOlved

:-.,..,..-,,;, ..-, . '.. . .

-"":1.44gpand `sources. of-,:nutritional informat on. tt Was the
-'. -put-pse of .this to examinethe rela

`". "i:' . ,.:'.;' .,-
,,

the.l.eva;o6airitidAa1 cdns4Iption'And e.'education;,
.

.

.. ..,:,,,,,.....,4., :, -; ,

'''-'''lliabilll,.0414 family. aze ofselepted'faMil es living in the
. .. , c . , .;.,_

..,.!..f...;:SduthTgest section,6f',Atlanta,':Georgia.
. .

't
,

Summary '/.' ,
ncerning,nutri-

igatibni have, f

t4. :';

I.

iOnihipsbetween

, , -. '
1

,"
..f.,

-\,-, .117 vecentears educators 'in the na ibn have en-
.

.
,

' ,deavcired to make available nutritiOnal in omation to more

*. ,p0pie whose level of income-is likelYo e inadequate'

T.

4.

for goodnutrition:., Among:these,familles,were some who

were malnourished primarily becau4e of economic' reasons. The
.

;

acceptance of the high-risk individuals in society carries

with it the respOnsibility of making everTeffort to insure

.thy protection of their health. The'response of the

educatOrs t6.their,accouritability for the success, of their'

ie6ple has often been the offering of special programs, a5
"

one approach to reducing malnutrition and increasing the.

3z'



ability of people to

There appeared

22 '

cope with economic stress.
, .

to be agreement among,researchers and

authorities in the field of nutrition,that a well dTsigned

andimplbhented nutrition program is needed. The studies
. ,

which were surveyed indicated that such a program of in

'struction, in nutrition, money management, and family'plan-
.

ning could result in significant gains in the dietary

behavior of families who.have e Aortae problems. Althaugh

_there wad a.wealth of edUcational aterials designed foi.
1.

improvement of nutritional practices among families, very
. "

little:hadipeen designed to.meet.the needs of predominantly

poor families. This researcher was interested in the
.

contribution' of such A study to the improvement of the

quality of Jiving of the poor families through a new per-

spective in education. '

N

7

. A I
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'CRITERIA

:.'This research had four factors which are: a poverty

. level, sampling fraine, bintmal nutrition requirements' for

family of fbur, and a low -host diet for a family of

, .fourA Before this investigation could proceed, criteria

had to be developed.

. Poverty Level

The official Office of Economic Opportunity (O.E.O.)

povirty index was used to distinguish'between poverty
. .

stricken people and poor people

:level'index,' while not an ideal

measure,to income alone because

in this study. The poverty

tool, is'a superior

it approximates per capita

income. Also,, it gives the income below which 'lack of

'income deters an individual or fam y from securing needed

assistance in food and family plannin ,care.

Agencies in Atlantaf.Georgia Asd different poverty

levels of income for eligible families. All of d11.--""'

agencies use as a'guide the standard poverty level of O.E.O.
v

That level was $4,700 annual income for a family of four in

SepeMber,of 1974. In view of this feet, this research

used O.E.O. poverty leNtel to determine the income level of

23

.
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families eligible for s study. The criterion is an

annual income range of $14,800 to $5,700 per family of four-7
or $100 to $1,000 per family above the pbtierty level income

of O.E.O. Atlanta: These families were seldom!studied.

This criterion appears to be ,a satisfactory division

between poverty level income and moderate level income of

families in Atlanta, Georgia. It must, be remembered that

the purpose of this research was to study poor families

with income above the poverty level and yet; below the

moderate income level. The moderate income level, is above

$5,700 per 'family of four per year.

Sampling Frame

. According to the Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, 1

September"of 1974, the offici4'Atlant& Standard Metro-

politan StatistiCal area expanded from'five to fifteen

counties. Data from the five central.CountIes indicated:

1. Population of 1,522,800 (1973)

2. Number households 429,369 ;(1972).

3. Median family income of $10,695 f1973)

4. effective buyirig'power per'household.of,
$1 440,(1972)

Metrop litanAtlanta is divided into Census tracts,

small geographical,ares into which cities

have been divided for statisiipal purposes
, . ,

1
U. S. Department oftammerce Cenius

Atlanta Chamber of Commerdef.(January 1973)
A

and counties

ddsigned to

Reports,.Georgia,
. ,

35
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be relatively uniform with respect to population charac-

teristics, economic status " and living conditions. The

average tract in Atlanta has

The City, of Atlanta is

about 4000 residents.l.

a section within metropolitan

Atlanta located i3.'a,41.yin Alton County and pattly in

DeKilb.

Data from the 1973 census:

1; Population of 479,00
, 2. Households, 162,291, (1970)

3. FeMale household heads of 25,665
4., Median family-income of $8,399:(1972)
5. Density per square'miIe of 1,146.4
6.6 Non-farm families percent of 99.6.

The southwest section of Atlanta was the community

selected for thit study. This section was selected because

it had

. 1. a large percentage-of families mith'incomes
under $3000 pet year and a large percentage
with incomes jpst,above the povertylevel
income, .

2. a high concentration of 'Poverty and poor people.

According to the document Atla-nta:'IncoMe by Census

Tracts 2 there ape in southwest Atlanta :,

;
1. 1.400 families and unrelated individuals with

incomes between $4,000 and $4,999(1973)

2.' 1406-families and unrelated individuals wit
incomes between $5,000 and $5,999 (1973, an

3. a population of 13,757 (i973).

)Atlanta: Income by Census Tracts, Atlanta Chamber
of Commerce, (January 1973).

2Ibid.
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The sample for this study wasdrawn from families

living-in the southwest 'sector of the City of 'Atlanta,
e

Fulton County. 'The 1973 census tract data 'for standard

metropoiitah statistical areas of Atlanta were used-to

= sele ct:twenty-three contiguous census tracts as he base

'population fromwhich the study sample was deriv d. These

particular census tracts:"were chosen, because the contained

Ahigh proportion of poor families.

1The Atlanta Regional Commission showed.that within.

I *1

the twenty -three census tracts there were families wholmet
,

..0* ,

the criteria.for this study. However, it was difficult to
. 0

determine the exact numbek in this poptliatiOn who met the
,

..
, ,. .

i

criteria in terms of family income and. family size es-
.'

tasblishe&for this study. There were 2806 families and

'unrelated individuals living within the,twenty7three tracts

-selected. A total 'of 508 families were estimated as poten-

tials from which to select a fin4 samp l {e. The map in.

Appendix D shOws the selected site. Within this area there.

are seven institutions of higher eddcation (four pp.der-

graduate c011eges, and one interdenominational Pro--
f

, a

,
fessional school, one graduate school, and one technolO4ical

4 .f N

school)4
.

Nutritional Requirements

-1

0

iinimumnutrtional requirements fOr-a family'of four

5opuiation and housing, prepared b 'the Atlanta
Regional Commission, Atlanta, Georgia, 19 3.
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members were estaplished py using the Recommended Dietary.
k

,Allowances (RDA) figures per persqh of the National Reseal:ch

The` recommended digtary Illowances are set nut4i.ent

levels that will assure good nutrition practically all

. individuals in the 'population and allow.a margin of safety'.

The recomme4da ons are made for people in the United States.
7

'Since the owahceS aim to meet the needs of most person

they ate gher-than thot amounts needed by some individuals.

RDA has.a safety factor' of one-third more nutrients

than required for an adequate diet for individuals in the

*United States', except for the requirement of kilocalories.

uniAke the other nutrients of RDA,, are es-40

'tablished at the low 'est level for adequate nutrition.

In, 'd' planhittg the ,recommended allowances Of rib°-

and, niacin. are made on the basis of the

int e of'kilocalories. That is

are

''for

stu

.6 mg for ritoflavin, 0:5 mg

per.1000 kcal 'the need

for thiamin, and 6.6 mgs

iacin: The dietary recommendations developed for this

yrepresentedtwo-thirds of the nutritional requirements

-in ach.category of1RDAexceptfoi. kilocalories; shown in

.Ch t 1, Appendix D., The reason for the difference in re=

commendations was that apA allowanceS are. for optimum

adequate nutrients and, the' present study' was concerned

'minimum adequate nutrients.

The 'diet for this research was also based on the

N

6

5 I 38
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Four Food1 groups Aich were established by t he United

States Department of Agricultuti:e.' The four separate groups

are: 1) meat, fish, poultry, and alternates, 2 milk and
,

(milk products, 31 fruits and-vegetables and 4) breads and. 1

,

cereals. Each food group makes a specific 'contribution of

nutrients,that can be traded back and forth within each

cigroup an in some cases from group to group. For example,

+milk is used'in the milk group fo calcium or it may be.

used in the melp group for protein The fOods from all

groups work-together to supply the nutrient's necessary for.

health, m&intdnadce and growth.
IR

The two'lkietar standardS described a ove were used

to evaluate the nutr

for seasonaldiffere

the necelsaty.nutrie

interpriet food consu

this.r esearch.
I

Lowest'Cost Diet

. The next step

ent'qualify of the fam lysiet,to allow

ces in food supplies, estimate

t intake,,and to serve as tools to

ption practices of the 'families-in

in the development of criteria was to

'determine the amount of food .required to supply the ne-
.,

cesgary nutrients a d their cost., Using the Ifasic four

food groups as tie standard, thb four grouliS were broken

to form eleven,gro ps; Appendix D, Chart 2...This grouping

. ,1
. United States Department of Agriculture, Consume

Marketing Servipe Basic Food Four Group:

\

Researchberm4ce (July 1966) .

39'
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brought together foods that were enough alike to.compare in

prices..'The food equivalents were determined by those
1

listed in Malley and Ross' table-of food composition.

It was assumed that the families were to purchase foo&

from the markets within their communities. The cost of.tok

food was based on a buying guide which,apsured'the level 8f

tnutrients required in the diet plan( The following -infor-
.

mation was used.to arrive at'the diet cost:

1. United States Department of Agricultdre2 June,

1974, showed the food Cost fotr a family of fol.IX'

with school children to be $S ,10 per week, or

$152.90 per month in the Econ my Food Plan.

2. United States Bureau of Labor\Statistics,3 196

gave an annual ,income of $5,703,as adequat

a family' of four at the loWer level standar

3. .United StateS Department of Ag iculture4 lip

$8.50 per. individual as the average cost per

week for food.for the average p rsonsin the

civilian population of,the Unit -d States in 1974.
0

1Margaret Chaney and Margaret Rose,
York: Houghton Mifflin Company; 1971); P.17-1.

utrition (New
412, Tables"

--2

United States Department of Aaicul ure,
Research Service, Consumer Service and Economic
"Cost of Food,at Some Estimated for the Ecotrty
(June.1974).

Agricult\4re
Institute,
Food Plan"

-3United States Department of Labo Bureau of Labor
Statistics, "Three Standards of Living or an Urban FamilL,
of Four,-Bul4tin No.. 1570-5 (1969).

United States Department of Agricultdre, op. cit.
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4. Mean food prices taken in two different months

in the retail food markets within the com-

munities used in this study, September and

October of 1974 were used in this research.

5. Findings from a designed mock7Shopping test per-
.

''formed byfour At1anta trained-food shoppers
.

using ,four different amounts Of money and the same

shopping food list were used in, this research.

Information from ,these sources were used to establish

4 a cost of $28.00 per week for a family of four as' adequate

to purchasea minimum adequate diet for the families, in

.this study. This is $7.00 per individual per week. The

amount of food and the dollars allowed, for dach food group

are Shown in Chart 3 below.
Nit 114..

'CHART.3

AMOUNT OF FOOD TO PURCASE AND. IT'S COST
PER -FOOD GROUP, FOR A FAMILIOF FOUR

food'Groups Amount to
Purchase

Food Cost

Meat Fish/ POultry and
Alternates . 7 lbs $ '6.30

Vegetables andFruits 20 lbs 7.20
Breads and Cereals ,,, 8 lbs 5.18

-Dairy Products' 14 qtsl(milk), 4.90
Fats and Oils and Bacon 2 lbs., 1.85
SUgars and Sweets 2 lbs.

1
l'.25 ..

Dried Beans and Peak 1 lb 0.60'
White Potatoes'

.
6 lbs 40.72

,

TotaLFood Cost Per Week for Four $28.00
Total Cost Per Individual /..,v

.

11.

et

4/
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In summary, families from twenty-three contiguous '4,k

census tracts in Atlantan Georgia were the samples for this

study. The pOverty level was set at. $4,760 for.a'family of'

,The income levels were determined' by .the relation-

ship of income to family size.' A set. of income standards

were calculated for each stratum Of families. This set of

calculaticins assumed a minimum income of 44,800. for families

in stratum 1, $5,100,forstratum 2,-ane$5,400 for

stratum 3. Thesefstrata were between poverty/ and moderate income.

The av age weekly food expenditure was estlished at

$28.00 for a f 'k of four. The average weekly expendi-

ture per capita was $7.00. Thit was considered to be
/

adequate for the lowest cost diet that would provide nutrients

equal-to the caldhlated standaids'ser for this study.

The diet cost was comparable to the Economy Food Plan

for a family of four by Kinder with her costs updated to

fool ices in Septembek of 1974.-

.

1 .1
Faye Kinder,' Meal Management (New fork: Macmillan

Company, 1968),.p. 270.
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CHAPTER IV ,

METHODOLOGY ;

4

40

This chapter dealt with the procedtes used.in.this

. I study to'investigate the relationship between the level of

nutritional consumption and the education,' income, and' ''
family size of.selected families who live in the southwest-

. section of Atlanta, Georgia. .

1

!' ''''* ,
The decriptive survey method of research employing

,
.

lo

the usage of a survey questionnaire, an interview question-
,

naire, a food

to, gather and

checklist, and statistical analysis were used
-

analyze data for this study. Data collection

took place over a three7week period during the months.

.of September 'and Octobk of 1974.. Steps ,taken to initiate

I

4.

this study were as follows:

Selection of-the Sample

A survey questionnaire was developed'for the purpose

of making contacts, with families to enlist their cooperition
.0

in this study, and to locate an'qnitial population from .whi.ch,
,

the sample population could be drawn. The survey consisted,

of five items. TheyWere: 1) name of the individual, 2)
.

address, 3) number of chilaren in the family, 4) telephone

number, and 5) willingness to participatein the study.

Surveys were conducted in the homes of families,.in

32
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food markets,* churches, and scbools.,

by personal interviews and elephone.
, .

saddre6ses of families were obta' ed from school records'.

The"research study was,.explained t an adult family member,

.)", and appointments 'for data gat4ring i terviews were
I

The contacts *ere made

Many names and

scheduled.

Five" lundred and'eight,fatilies w= re reached in the

.initial survey. Of'the five hundred and eigh

Approximately 301'were eligible for the study. A family

was considered eligible if itconsisted of four or more

members living in the same' house on a combined annual in-
,

dome between $4;800 and $5,700. 'The.income and 'famay size

of the majority of the eligible,famp4es ivete predetdr,mined.,

The'301kailies were stratified by income Into three groups:-..
4

St, 4 2,1
families with qn annual -income between,$ 006 51.099as/

stratum 1, those with income between .$5,:100*-.*,599 ,as

.
istratum 2, 'and those 'having: an income of $5,400 - i5 1700

.

as :
,

stratum 3.
7

The stratified sampling 'technique was used'because of

-its 'greate'r precision.' After the families werqs divided

into three strata by income, a random sample was selected'

by pulling twenty-eight families.frot each of the three

. strata. The sub-populations were combined to form a

total sample of eighty-four families.'

The Instruments

Development of the'Insttuments
,

44P. I
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',
Two instruments were developed and used to collect the

data necessary for this study: They were an interviw and

d`food checklist. Content validity of the interview'was

established' through a review of literatuie and selected pro-
4 1e 4 .

fessional personnel. Each instrument deeloped was validated

'thrOugh a pilot study involving eight families from the

por4ation area used in this research. The questions and
A

statements were read to a family Member; if. they were not

clear, they were revised. .

To'obtain more reliable data, the interview method

was selected becauS'e it could be adapted to the level of

understanding of the interviewees participating in this

investigation. An interview questionnaire consisting of

fifty-eight'items with thirteen open-ended questions and

forty-five Likert-type questions and statements was de-

veloped. The open-ended statements and questions allowed

the respondent to volunteer his answers'and the Likert--
,

type statements and questions allowed the respondent to

indicate the degree,to which he agreed or di.agreed with

each statement or question on a.scale'permitti ng a five-

degree range.

The interview covered background information, nu-

-
trition information,and family size information. Background

information was structured to obtain data ,on family size,

number of children, food expenditures, awareness of nu-
,

tritional needs, last grade the,interviewees reached in

,

45
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.

school, and what the family thinks it needs other than
,

- . .

xnOney, for a better, quality of. life. Nutritional knoWIedge

\
. inclUded information idlating to family dietLry.practices. -

,,

,

.;

, \

Knowledge of incbe included, information on foods and shoppihg'
. .. 4'''

practices'. . .

Cr' 4

t '. The second instrument developed was an eighty- four
., . ,

item food 6hebklist: Ade/son's4-'concepts on colldcting ,

, ., .

dietary data.were used ad a guide in the construction of
. .

this indtrument. The purpose 'of the checklist was to
. . ..

i
.

secure inforMation on the family's dietary habits in the. .

,
4 4 N k-

hbme.'The checklist was` developed from the basic food
,

groups. 'The'foUr groups were, fuitker'divided into eight
,

..

.
...L. ,

.'. groupi including 1) meati fish, potiltry, 2).ye4Ow vegetables,
, -

....

..

3) ,dark green 7getables, 4) othe ivegetables,"5,- c...,itrus."
, . . '. . .

fruits and juices, 6) eggs, 7) dairy products-, and 8) breads ..,

. - .'......

Alk
and cereals. The selected f4ods.,on 4.4.checkirOt were., ,.z .4

-,./... ...

, , A .
\

available in the loCal.marketd 3:41 the cOMmun, i.t studidd, 1 . 4 I.
. a .

:(.;, 14.
4 . . 4

4 4,

The checklist wad,con ,ctedto include -Eiie'f ily''s
.. .,.

.
...

.. .
.,. .. .

dietary intalwforihrep COnseclitive-daVd inel ding eneyeek7
:

-..
. .. .:i . . ,. . :-.

,_
end day. ,..

....

,. .p
. .,

;,;... . .a.
. f .

,-
.

.Reliability of- the -Indt'ruments... e,
3 / . 3.

,..
-

c

10 .

a . , ;.

drie major artaInt was; made tb.de*rmine.
.

re- .' ....,,t '' .
' -.' r ,, . ., . i .

r.

- ,
S.

liability. of the measuring instrument,. tfie,ineerview. Three'

N....i
..., -

., ,.. *. *:.* '....
,. 4 : :; ' 1. -, v i

f..- .. 4:..x' ..,., ,. : . ,..

in.Collecting bieta:ry '..,.,
l1-1..111 f,-,-tra rnenvi (.11p.ip,.; " .'fi)ii rn'a 1 .cif erican. Diete'4cs .s., I

Asdotia;tion No 30 (1960) i' 453. , . r _ , .

, . f _ - ,..... I 4 , ,0/ ', e .
. ,.,0* 'I, //

.,
'..f

4 Ier:
. _ . ,... '.: /

1 . : '''''.! ;). / 5

, ', it 1:....,
, k , V

.4.

43. F. Adelson, "Wme Prohlem

.

.5
I *. ,
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weeks after the initial interviews' were conducted,.a re-

liability cheek was Made with. eighteen:randoMly' selected

interviewees who participated in the first'interviews..In-
.

'terviewers were.assigned to conduct the second interview.

This peocedure provided.a check of interviewer reliabil'tv.

As determined by the test-retest method, correlations
.

D.
between repeated measures revealed a score of .96. This

:$

:test showed t at "the instrument had a high degree of re-

Nliability.
, \N

. The food checklist was designed from the basic fobd

.

Literature showed that the checklist was a reliableqr0OP#X

t4661. fob *
4N '

to,

c011gcting di.tary data.. The record revealed

ess,enti4'informatibn.concerning the .family diet, pro-
,

the' best context wittln which nutrition knbwledge,s

': , .

iii9i,or;e- and. dietary beh4.1gior, could interrelated and-
.

ei; : '
ti ;a ' 4.4 .,a.nal.yze in'regard'-Wthe",impacig one factor Upon the

.t.4.1. I,

V?- "90:4r:4
, ; r '- .

;

4
.

, A.he basic four food gxoups4are uses visual tool
' . .
fOr teachinig, Autrition by grows such as teachers, exw

t: -
tlt, , .

tension':agents, '1!:-classes ipsialists telav,tsion
' . .

S.

4

ii
progkemmihg and 1*)duction. They permit one to obtain a

-" -qqalitatiye ev:altation,of adiet,but do not'provide.

,gnal?titative-informa-4on:.

A ThexeCcVmended dietaty gI;owancea. are used extensively
.,

.:.

..i ..'%. .,, i'.% !,.. .... -:.
-. :0

its '-reilriflii: in E32anniitg aild evaluating diets %,i41 tlie. United
... .i4 1.

itateg:t They con;Stittlie a%ItalUkble Indeli'to what is.-.
'.i'

. -
Yi ,...' , .

.

r
,, - -..

'...-
. i, ,, .

t y
. .

.

), I '

1.
. ,47'.... ..

..
.

1
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currently known about essential nutrients. Also,they are

used as aguide for planning and obtaining food supplies

for population groups, for establishingstanards for

public assistance programs, and for interpreting food con-
,

sumption data in relatiO to the assessment of nutritional

status.

tCollection of Data

A workshop was cOnducted to, train the interviewer's.

Compton and Hall's1 tested procedures for training inter-

viewers was used as a source of information in the workshop.

The time allowed for each interview was twenty to thirty

minutes. The interviews were conduCted between September

and October, 31, 1974. Ten interviewers were undergraduate.
I ,

female students between the ages of'19 and 21 years. The

other interviewers were two public health nurses, and two

home economics teacher's, and the researcher.

Interviews were conducted with se;F:tea families in

their homes during their free time. The interviewers

worked in pairs. One interviewer read the qUestions and

statements to a family member, and the, other interviewer,

recorded the information given by the family member on an

. *interview, sheet designed for this research. All questions

and statements on the interview sheet were answered. At

1Norma Compton and Olive Hall, Foundations of Home
Economics Research, A Human Ecology Approach (Minneapolis:
`Burgess Publishing Company', 1972), pp. 243-50.

48
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the eild of the interview a food checklist Was left with

the interviewees and its purpose and mechanics were ex-
. i

plained.to the respondent. The failv member was a ked to

keep a consecutive three-day record of the food prepared

Iand served his family by checking on the checklist,

the appropriate column, the food served. The

was asked to complete the diet record and return

ent

t the

end of the third day in a stamped self-addressed envelope.

Two weeks after the return of the three -day record

follow-tip interview were conducted with twenty, of,the inter-
.

viewees using the 24-hour recall technique of collecting

data on dietary practices. The 24-hour recall technique

involved a series,-ef--eli'aeiti-ons pertaining to the foods a

.family conned the previous day. It was Considered

satisfactory for determining food patterns and dietary

intake, It was used in this study to make the three-day

dietary data more reliably.

4

Four tools were used to analyze and evaluate the data

on dietary practices of the families in this study. They'

were the RecommendedDielary Allowances, the Basic

Food Grodps, the,/national norm. mean, and the recommended

food expenditures' per family per week designed for this

study.

Analysis of Data --

In order tO analyze statistically the data on know-

ledge of nutrition, income, and family size, it was

"."

1:
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.

/necessary to devis
.,.

°and questions,
.

_.

was converted d scores. The degree of "Strongly
.

agree"-end

,

,llagree" weredd nverted to true statements; 'neutral.statement

39
..

a scoring'syStem fbr the statements

the interview. The knowledge information

were converted to zero, and "strongly. disagree" and "dis-

agree" :statements were" converted to false statements.

The analysis of the data-collected for this research
. .

- employed the following statistical'measures:

":11ypothes is
a 4

..\

The f-test

. "

deterMined the OKitial.regonfor:re'bection:or accepanOe
.

of the hypothesis at the, .05 level.of confidence between
.

the upper and :lower' strata famililepypothesis.tested

-was that the difference between the means of two ttrata;'
.. , , ..

upper end lover, U M. U,, equaled zero against the alternatilre

, 1
" . ` ,

.,
. .

hypbthesislIthat it,was'aifferent from zero in the following:

Nutrition4'
/
Inowledge 'cif Nutiltioh
Knowledge of Income
iknowledige of Family, Size 1

..

Ai was-tested against 1:1
l
by means of the following statistics:

.--

I.-

ii,

II0' : II
1

-- it2 = 0. I 7;
,

. , iiI : t U
2,

0 Al
. 4 ...PP

' X1
'.

(N 1) S-4:
1 (Na..

N + N
2

2

.7
---

)

N2).

. 50
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4ere 51 and.12 were the mean the' sample from strata 1
nd 3 reactively, and S1 and

2
were the unbiased es-

itimates from samples ltand 3, the common population

varianc and n
1

and n
2
were the sizes of the sample 1 and 3.

Objectives

The objectives of this study -analyzed.through the
use of the Pearson product-Noment Coefficient;of Corre-

s.

Iation were as follows:

.The relationship between knowledge o :1:tutriti
the upper and lower strata-

1

\

The relatiOnship between knowledge o ,

,.
F me inthe upper and_lower strata ,N.

The relationship between knowledge of faq.ly\s, size ih the upper and loVrer strata,-
''

. The objectives that.were categorized, summarized,
.

I
.

, , ,
and evaluated ire as.kolloiits:

Lo Shoppingi'o'factices of the'fatilies in the sample2. The average amount of mopeythe.familk spendsfor food\weekly ift'*each stratum and in allstrata . . . .

.

3. The dietary practices. in all Stratit,
4. The mean educational level of each stratum

6. ,,and in all strata
. Dietary intakes of the , familieg in each,stratum,,

. and in all strata
, , ,'t

, .
.6. The mean yearly income of the three samples and'the weekly expenditures for fobd per' week'with .the national norms mean and the criterion

measures for the study,.' '
7. Nutritional consumption and knowledge og . ,.

nutrition, income, and family size ,compared.

S

The soecific pnrpoqe o this study was- to e.xeuttine the

relationship between the'level of nutritidnaf conSumption

As
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..
and the educaticen1 income, and fathily'si4e a selected

l'
1

sample of poor families in Atlata, Georgia. In order to
. --

accomplish' this purpose; interviews and food chec%lists dada
,..

were analyzed; interpreted, aid utilized in:identifying the

nutritional problems and needs of selected families in the .

study population.

D4a,for the study e\ collected from falies in
-\*

. the southwest section of Atlanta, Georgia. The subjects

of 'this. study Were families who incomes' of $1 0 c;)

1-simi above the poverty 'level ofs$4700 per year for a

family of four, in'September-of 974\ tpighty-four

familis Were used in'thestudy artlii1,eP'he data were

statistically analyzed and 14ed for th of this

" research.

.

(
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ANALYSIS! AND:DIS6SSION OF FINDINGS

Tis chapt presents an analysis of the data and a

discussion of the findings. The analysis and discussion

were concerned with the characteristic of the sample,

and the results of the gindings from t e interviews and

'checklists.
,

The empirical evide ce presentedl in this analysis

was based on interview 'of eighty-four families and a food

checklist from eighty two families living in Atlanta,

Georgia.; The present studir'used as'its popul

inquiry families from a lbw income seCtion of a 'iversity

community: /he sample was selected by using the prop, tional

stratified' ple random technique from a populat,s

ion for

_.

consists Of approximately 506 families.

On which ..,

' The families were divided'intoftfiree Strata by in.;
\

come levels. They were referred to in this study as stratum

1, stra46m 21 and stratum 3: The findings from this re-
,

search,f011ows.

Characteristics of the Samp7(

Eighty-four wage earning'familie were.

'a population of mixed ethnic groups.,livinq in

section of the City' of Atlanta, Georgia, The

42

selected,from

the southwest

.f.amilkes weft

53
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considered as poor, hiving annual income's bdtwe $4,800-
. .

and $5,700 to suppo t four.Or 'more members. These families

ranged in size f om,:four to eight4rsons.

1 During the interview, e intervie ers discerned

that the familis exhibi aminteres and concernabout

7the purposes 'of, this st When the, were asked about

th 'r educational at ent, many of the respondents,
.

indicated a desire to eturn to school. None of the,

families refused to be int rviewed and none of them refused '

to keep the three-day food checklist. However, only
o

eighty-two families,97 percent, returned the food check-
,

. .;

Interview Data (
General Information

Data -n-Taible 1, page441and Figure 1,,page 45, 1.n.'-\

"dicated-that there were eighty-four faMilies in this, study,

twenty /eight in each of the .threestra The average

1,:family size' was five members. An anal sis,of the,data.

revealed that, the mean giAde reached. as 10.93.

pnly six interviewees obtained less than a h. 'sehool
01,

education, thirty-two attended high,schoa; thirty -four
.

completed high school,, and twelVe attended college froM
1 -

one to two years. The importance of the family educational

level
.
has been rioted repeatedly .in consumer behavior. How-

ever, -in this study, related characterisLics wiia:e mote I.!mu=

portant than. years of tchooling. ate in this study show

, :
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1

. .

- 1 . ,

. ,

-that family income did not increase consistently with the

increased number of years spent in school, The distri-

.bution of families by education showed an 4en proportion-
.

,Y
' . .1

.

of all grade levels in each stratum.: Of' ;the families studied
. '

went v.
/A40. percent of them wnt to the 12th grade school; 14

,

percerit went to college.

As was indicated in Table 2, page 47,,the'mpan. weekly
4 1

expenditure by all families for food was $35.60' for a family

of. five. Families in. stratum 1 spent $33.39 per week for

food, those in stratum 2 spent $34.43, and those iri

stratum 3 spent $39.08 per week for food. The averagd
-, t .--

per papita expenditure for food per week Was ',$7.12.: This

Was about 16 percent lower than.4the national pbr capita

average reported by the United States Department of,Agri-
.

.

culture through its Economic Research Service in May of

1974,and about one percent higher. than the criterion scrt

for this study.. An experiditure of $7.00 per individual
.

.4
.

per week for food was used as the staA6.rd against which
4 ,

the families in this study were measured. It should be

'remembered that the standard set for this study was

made in September, and October. of 1974, and it would vary

indifferent geographical areas and in different eras.

According t# the stanaad set, families in stratum3
,

spent sufficient amounti of money for food to have an

AtiprziAi-p rAmilip,insti-at-or 1 ert-d. st÷atnm' 7 had

expenditures too low to purchase adequate diets even though

the expenditures were not si4nificantly lower than the amount

57
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required.
,

These findings were ilar to those of Douglas,
1

reported in her study of the meat buYing preferences and

shopping habits
if

125 urban homemakers. She found that

the faMilies had weekly food expenditures.Of $40.85 per

1

family. The per capita expenditure per week was $9.20.

She found'family size to range from three to eleven members
with a median range of'inpome from $12,000 to $15,000 per
year. Although there were Similarities in the amounts spent
for food, Douglas' study differed from this research 3n

that the families involved in her research had much higher

annual incomes than those investigated in this research.
eis

It is hoped that this study will be a realistic approach

to the understanding ofallopations made by families for toad

exPenditure because the amount necessary for adequate

nutrition was adjusted to family size and current food
.eprices.

Purchases of Soft Drinks, Pet Foods, and
Non-Food Items

6.

,As revealed in Table 3, Page 49, fifty-four-families
A.

purchased items sigh as detergents, and household paper

products.; twenty-seven bought food foifoetS; and forty -eight

bought soft drinks. The costs of these items were"not:-.

. .

..1
Blanche Jenoyee'Dougls, "Meat 4Buying .and ShoppingHabits of 125 'Urban Homemakers" (Masters thesis; TexasWroman'A university, 19n). . ,

p
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such items in'their foOdexpenses. Williams ill:
,

study
, .., .

'offoOd buyinqpradtices:!of loiip'incort*and paiddlencome. ..
.4... .*-.

... .

..-fahil, eslound.that the aVeragOi.eeklf.:6Ependitures, for
,., .%

. 0 .,
.non-Itiod items,parchated by famIli4s,iniler study wast

an
:,

$1.16'.ger paksori.''',,ThiS`'wes imP4tant.observation, for
''' VK

,
i

,

some people attritiiite.aii that :-they in the food.
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'. :XnoWledge of EiasidfF6ur Foiod Groups0.- .
-... .,,.:,

R

'

. ,

.A44,

.

-

;Data'in Table4, page 51, showed that 70 percent

Of the families knew about the basic four food grotps or .
.,

, .4.-

similarfood,groups such as the basic seven., These data
. .:

.

,

probably suggested that these families hadstfficient

information about the essentials of an adequate diet.

Twenty-five or 33 percent, of the families, did not know
,

.about the food groups. This probably means that these.

families do not know what is necessary for an adequate,

diet and therefore may not select the correctfoods far

theirfamilies. More families in stratum 2 knew about the

-food groups than families ih the other strata. Likewise,

the families in stratum 1 knew less about the food groups

than the families in other strata.

-
'Shirley Walker Williams, "Food Buying 'Practices of

.Selected Low- and Middle-Income Families in Americus, .

Georgia" (Masters thesis, University 'of Alabama,,1972).

e

R.



51

TABLE 4

KNOWLEDGE OF BASIC POOR FOOD GROUPS BY ,EACH STRATUM
AND ALL STRATA OF THE EIGHTY-FOUR FAMILIES*

Number' of .Percentage 'of .Pextentage Total Re-
.Families Responses Each Eighty-Four sponses

r Stratum Families

Yes No sYes . No Yes No

Stratum 1 '18 10 64 36 21 12,

Stratum 2 22 6. 78 22 27 7..

Stratum 3 19 9 , 68 32 22' 13.,

4 2.8

28

28.

Totals 59 25 70 30 8(

.s

62

O
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52

However, previous studies and this research showed little

correlation between nutrition knowledge and good food

s.

',choices.

Family Planning Clinics
. ,

As indicated 1"TaTALe '5, page 53, the data showed
oe - .

that 76 percent"of the families in this study knew about.
!

,

family planning clinics. It was found that more families

in stratum 1 knew about family planning clinics than

the families in the other twostrata. As family income

increased, families knew les about family planning

.clinics. There appeared to be no appreciable differences

in famil.ly size among .the families Studied. Inadequa4

nutrition may not be the result of a lack of knowledge

'about amily Size as.related to family income. It is

often thought that nutritional consumption is affected

by the size of the family, 'It was obvious that

H

family's demand for food increases with. increased

family size. Research about families Showed that family

size increases very rapidly in the early years
,

family income grows more slowly throughoUt the

of marriage, while

working carder.

Many countries have, begun to see.their high rate of population

and have begun to adopt national family planning pOlicies and
t .

,,-,

programs. Th, e nationalistically insp3ired population policies
I

.

have as theirIchief aim progress in social and economic spheres.
,

From the, available literature, it appeared that healthe.
I; 63
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TABLE 5
. . *,

KNOWLEDE.OF FAlihY PLANNING CLINICS IN EACH STRATUM
' AND'IN- ALL STRATA OF FAMILIES

1

.,
011)

I

Percentage '
Families Number of Percentage in of Eighty- Families

. ResponpeA Each Stratum Four Responding

.7r

Families

- ,

' 4

,

.

' .$ 0

Yes No Yes ' No Yes No ( ,. '

Stratum 1
,

.

Stratum 2

.

,Strdtum 3

24

'21
. k

19

.4

0
9

1

N

86

75 %

':
68,

1

14

J
32 ,

28 5.

I

25 9
, '

''
-22, 11

,,,

. , $

) ,
,,,. ,

.

1

28

28
...

.,

28,,

.

Total 64'

L.

20
/
75 ZS 84.

4(

4 ir

' 7 - - t-%-x

1.

A

'14

-
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health had always,kel a cr ial.variable in population

dynamics. Health apparently was affected by family plan-

ning variables such as family size, birth intervalp,, and

maternal ageg\

What the Famil Thinks* It Needs for Better Health

When the families were asked what they needed other

V.

-than money to have better health, 74 percent said that r .

they wanted more nutrition knowledge, 66 percent, better

food markets, 65 percent information on how to spend money;

540perc t indicated a need to know more-about haw to Cook,

40 percent how to buy food, and 34 percent wanted family
,

14anning infdrmation. The families had a more pronounced

interest in additional knowledge about nutrition than in

L

T,
any other expressed need. The data wdre presented in

4;

/Table 6,,page 55.

The Food Checklist .

Nutritional practices and-adequacy of Piet 'were:

.'veaured by the data On the three -day fold checklist. and

the 24-hour food, recall.. The major consideration of,- the

food checklist was the nutritional adequacy of the foods

served to the family members. An adequate diet is widely

yr"

accepted as including a daily intake of foods representing,

four baSic food groups., No attempt was made in the ch

,
ql.ist and the 24-hour recall to assess.the quantity of

! foods served

65
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A v

2 1

:TABLE 6 '
.

i;
- :

IIHA IEE'EIGHTY-FOUR FAMILIES THINK THY NEED'.,

TO HEALTH

Number of ,Percent'age of
F'actors Responded Families, Total Family.To Responded Responses

,

)

Better Food Maitkets s 66 67
. .

-Nutrition Knowledge 62 74
N...,

H?w to Spend Money 56 67

;HOW to Buy Food 42 50
.

How' to Cook '. L

35 42'

How to Plan Meals. - 57 68

Birth Control'InfOrmation-. 29 a

4 .

.4

47. 66

A

2
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Using the most minimal nutrition measures of an

adequate diet from-each of eight food groups the tkiree-
,

day dietary records of the families'in each stratum show

selected nutrients: protein, kilocalories,. calcium, iron,

vita1tin A, scorbic acid, thiamin, riboflavin, and niacin
. ,

rich foods. The findings showed that teat, fish, poultry

ad alternates, the best sources of protein, were served

morethan recommended in each stratum. As indicated in

Table 7, page 57, most families had intakes of protein food,

greater than the recommended allowances. Some writers
. .

..

have pointed out that the greater the amount of money in

the pocket,ithe greater the amount of animal ,protein in,

the diet. Alsd, among the 1366r, one finds a low protein.
f

diet that is altost totally lacking, in high quality

protein.

N
Further, data revealed that fewer families served meat

On Saturday than on any other day of the week. Themeat

served most often an Saturday was weiners: The /east'

popular meats were tiurkey, veal, giblets, and,pott roast,

as shown in Figure 2, page 58. Most survey data in Georgia

s'e

shpwed that there was no group in the state lacking in

protein nutrition. In many of the developed and under-
,.

develOped c'otintries there has been a
.

coptinuous"trend

toward more animal protein in the diet. This appear to
,x . .

be characteristic of a progressively affluent society. The
.

,

three-day food intake of meat, fish, and poultry',of all

eighty-two families are ilididated in Table 14, Appendix E. "

67'
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;.The three -day food intake, by families,', from t1e .

.4

sbasic food group 'milk and mills. products and eggs are

.oresented in Table i5; Appendix E. Milk was served more-..
,

.
N.: . , .

often than any other food in the grotp? Cheese'wes'

served more often than ice cream, and ice cream more
'

-. # ..

- .

often.than ice milk, The dairy products served least,

oftenwere yogurt and dairy ibe cream.: Fifty-two percent,

of the families served the recommended amounts:1f milk-
.

and milk products, Thire was a decline in the number. off.,
.

.

products,
. .,. .

familied serving, milk on Saturdays. The.low consumiotOn

1

of milk indicatps'that there was a de9iciency of caiciuM

in the.diet. Also,, the low,bonsumption of eggs, a good

source of priptein,vitamin A, and.iron, shows these

4

nutriefits to be lower tha4 the recommended allowances.

Table 16, Appendix E, represents, the three-day 'food.
.

intake bf,deep yellow and green vegetable's. Served most

often as shown by.the table, wire yellow corn, sweet

p otatoep,' turnip greens, and collards. h0 dark deih and

yell W vege.tables- sarved, leest often, were acorn squash,

broccoli, and kale. The vegetables served most-often frOm

the other group of vegetables were-white potatoes, tomatoes,

blackivedp:eas-, ant.cabbage. Vegetables served by mist of the

families on Saturday were pork and bans, white potatoes,

blackeyed peas,.and yellow corn. More failies served dark

green and yellow vegetables than any other vegetable.
i

vegetables
, . .

4,

A

70
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:.6a

ftmilies in the three strata served' More than the
i

-recomtended,allowances'of dark, gteen and deep yellow

vegetables. The vegetabls, in tas group were the best

sources of pro-vitaMtnA. A diet was considered adequate
.i

inevitamin A if the family lead three servings of these
,

/

vegetables per week. The-large geauption and availability-

, of these vegetable's and theit consequent popularity and.-
4

fam±liarity in southern diets may -.be the reason why families
. . I . /...

y.

servedjaore than the recommended amounts. There was little.'
,

variation in the use Of these veget

of families. r Of the total families

:les among the strata -

led, 36 perden't

served less than he recommended alloWances Of vegetables,.

Indicated' in Table47,7 Appendix, , is the .thre-da'y''

food, intake of fruits and fruit "jUices by all families.

Citrus fruits and citrus frt# juices, were served-more

,

often, the most popillar.being Orange and lemonade. They

'were: Served by 40 percept of the families studied. Fruits

served leaSt often were:yrunes,. watermelon, strawberries,

apricots,'8ineVerries,:afidgneapRies:. "There was a decrease

in the, number of:families:serVing.fruits and fruit juices
) .

op Saturdays. These fruits are the best sources of ascorbic
. .

acid. The ldw use of fruits attributed to theil-'high

cost in 1974.

Breads and-cereals, the best sources, of kilocalories,

riboaavin,.thiamin, niacin, and'iitn were served less than

the amounts recommended. The Findings showed that corn-

.. 1'

`bread wasi the favorite of most of the families in p.11

.

71 .
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strata and that, on the average, only 53 percent of the,

'families have adequate servings of brehds and cereali.

Forty -se'en percent have less than the amounts required.

Thesedata are revealed in Table 18, Appendix E.

When the foods 'served by the families were compared

with the recommended servings, in the lAtic four food

gibtps, it was found that 71 percent of the 'diets were in-

,adequate." Fifty-nine percent were inadequate in fruits,

48 percent in milk and milk products, 47 percent in breads

and cereals, 46 percent in other vegetablet, and 4.6 per-.

cent in eggs. The average family in all strata received

more than.100.percent of recommended amount of meat,

fish, poultry and alternates, and dark green and deep

yellow vegetables as shown in Table 8, page 62,

page 63 .

and Figure.3,

Vrom the standpoint of food intake levels and per-
,

centages of intake below the recommended dietary allowances,

the neglected liutrien:ts were calcium, ascorbic acid, niacin,

thiamin,"riboflavin, and kilocalories.

,
When the average weekly food expendPtures der capita

of each stratum, andlext all strata `were
.

compargd with the national norms'inean, the collected data
.

. ,

as given, in Table 9, page '64 , and 'Figure 4,, page "6g ; re-
..

vealed 'thathat thefamilies in.this study sp,ent on the average, .

of sixty- eight cents to one dollar And P' ottN cents

less p.6r capita than the national norms mean. Also, the

familiet spent from eleven cents to thirty -four cents less
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per capita than the standard set for this study. The highest

income stratum of famlSoies spent eightv-two cents-more than

the standard per capita developed for this' sfu dy and

sixty-eight cents less than the national norm of the United

States. The greatest use of, the basic four food groups was

*,.
made among the families having the 'lowest incomes. There

4

was no indication that knowledge of nutrition, income, and

family size affected the adequacy of the family diets.

The low consAption of milk, cheese products, and

fruits and vegetables was a reflection of poor dietary

practices among the families in this study. Overcoming

-'this will require a concerted effort from many sources to

. increase awareness of the need for and essentials of good

nutrition. It was recognized in this study that the

nutritional status of the family ineluded more than dietary

intake, and the dietary needs and requirements of the'

families were different. How nutrition'educators can best

provide optimal normal nutrition fot families of limited

-.- income, education, and dietary habits remains a pressing

problem.

Both frOm the standpoint of nutrient intake levels'

and percentage of families having intakes below the recom-
A

mended amounts,.the most neglected nutrients were ascorbic

acid, calcium, and calories. This was true because the

families characteristical3y,serve low ..rciouat.s of fruits and

vegetables and-milk. The food's most frequently consumed by

77
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all families during_ the intake period are indicated in.

Table 10, page 68.

Table 10 presents the foods most.frequentlY served by,'

all of the families in this study. The data indicatedthat

the most popular foods were chicken, milk, sweet potatoes,

orange juice, and cornbread. It may be said that corn and

sweet potatit provilpd a large percentage of the protein

needs of these families. The question waf that of proteiii

.9uality rather than protein quantitY.,

'TsnOWlddge of Nutrition, Income, 'and Family Size

The PearsonProducf-Moment Correlation Coefficient was

used to test the relationship between the variables of know-
,

ledge of nutrition income, and family size of the families

in stratum rand stratum 3.' The salt indicated that a

relationship existed betwben'the variables in the upper and

lower strata families. A score of .88 indicated, a lerect

lationship between the upper.andlower strata for know,-

ledge of nutrition. A score of .82 indicated an above

moderate, and direct relationship, between the upper and

lower strata on knowledge of income. The data anflyzed

revealed a score of .89 on knowledge of family size and

'that there was an above moderate,

between familids in stratum 1-and

Families in. stratum 3 spent

re-

and a direct relationship

stratum 3.

more money per capita
%
for

food than the familids in seCtum 1. Also, famrliet in'

/

78
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TABLE 10

FOODS, MO$T FREWENTLY CONSUMED BY ALL FAMitiES DURING
' THE THREE-DAY INTAKE; PRit,IOD

'Food Number of Families PercenAge of
F6Aili6s

} C

Chicken 49' 58

Beef . 40 48
,

Fish \ 38 45

Milk 75 88'

Cheese 20 24

.Eggs. . '20 109

Sweet Potatoes 39 46 .

White Potatoes 50 59

:Yellow Corn 46
IN

Orange Juice 30 i6 t "

Lemonade i 24 I 29

Apples' 21 25

Corn Bread 102 120

Grits 44 524,-
White ,Bread *98 117

-

4 79-
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, 69:
.,stratum '3 'spent More than. the

5'

recommended amounts per

capita for an adequatp diet and families in stratum 2
X

spent lPss*than the recoMmendeA amounts.
ti

This research indicated that there was no significant

difference ,n the average ed,yationa,1 level of the families
0

,

in the upper andlOwer strata. Both groups of families

had a mean grade levelof:1J) Also, famil s in the

upper income le'vel; sthatum 3, spent .$1.1. more per person

per weejc for food than 'those in str 1. This discovery

may mean 4iat the faz iiies in stratud 3 had better diets

thailbfamilies in'stra 1. -It. may be inferred from the
/

/ ,findings of this research that the expenditure for food. kV ' ... e,
beared a morePositive correlation to income thdn to family

..'

4 , t

. 0 " 0

'size and educationalsi level:

Petisse', Siiaret,Ad Francois' compiled information

from eighty or more. countries across the globe and they
. .

,

found that there was a fairly precise relationship between
.

the avejage income an.# the nature of the diet. According

to family-expenditures for food, fifty-six families of

-the. eighty-four uswl in.th' study could have provided 100i. .* ,
*

percentof the recommended all ces of-all nutrients

,

re.quired.,,:The individuals in'this study ,appeared to have

Short-term rpAntion,and did not apply their nutrition kiloki-
.

-.
ft

,
, ,

ledge:. More money may not be' the' an fiver for mank of these
.

o

Francois, "The tffpcts
(BOA), Nutrition,

, 4 .

J. Perisse, F. tizaret and P.
.of come on the Structure of Diet.,"

N sleter 7, No. 3) (1969): 149. ,

SO
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families.

o.

othesis
1

It was hypothesi2ed :that there would be nAdilference

between the means of the pio strata/upper and.lowerl Mi U24:,

.

equaled zero against.the alternative hypothesis that it would

be different in 'the following:

Knowledge of nutrition
Knowledge 'of income
Knowledge of family size

.
The t-test was used to test the hypothesis. As can be seen

I

in Table'll, page 71, the analysis of the test scores on

itilowledge of nutrition in the upPer-and lower strata families,

was compared. The t-test for comparing the means Qf the

two groups indidated a t of -.144 'which was not asigniiicant.

Hence, the mill hypothesiS (H0 a U1 - U2 = 0) :was accepted;

i.e., there was no significan difference between the two
.

strata. 40
1

ViolatiOn of the assumption of normality in the t-test

of : U U = 0 was shown to-have only trivial effectsono 1 2

the level of significance and the power of the t-test and,

therefore, *as no causefor concern.

Data in. Table 12, page 72, showed the analysis of th

test scores on knowledge of income.in the upper and lower

strata families. The t-test for comparing the means of the
!.

two groups indicated.a:-Cof .52, which was `not 'significant.

1 .4.
. Hence, the null hypothesis (H

0
= U

1
-- U2 = 0) wad accepted;

i.e., there was no significant difference between the two

81, t

1 ,

t
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I

/
4 TABLE 11.

TEST SCORES ON KNOWLEDGE OF NUTRITION OF FAMILIES
, IN ,THE LOWER AND UPPER STRATA ...,

' Lower Stratum,
($4,800-5,09,9)

1

= 28 .

,..

RI = 7. 7

Test Scores

61

/

% .

Upper Stratum % ,

($5,400-5,700)

N
2
F 28'

7
2
= 71.5

,

Si = 655 2 -f, s
2,

5820,
. .,: . **.C= .14: ...:

, ..

/,

.,,

N = As 'Fe 973.2
- .

ft,
i

..

, w = 84 X i 73.5 , .

,/, :)
o

*

.

r

1

`,.... I

1.

,

#

t

82

,

.o.

',-
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72

ABLE 12

TEST SCORES ON KNOWLEDGE OF INCOME OF FAMILIES
IN TSE,L9WER AND UPPER STRATA

Test Scdres,

Lower Stratum
($4,80075,099)'

N
1

=.28 N2 28

If Plaqx
$5,40

t

Sttetum
-U700)

1
v=

S
2 = 5708.18

t = .52

N= 56 ;--- 68.8

N =8,4 = 68.2

= ;63.85

S2 =. 2539.36 3

4

83

0
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strata.

Violation of the assumption of normality. in the t -te ,'
* .

.

3-
nf 11

0
: U -.7. U2 = 0

-,

was shown' to have only trivial effects
. ,

on the power Of' the t-test and hence was no cause'for

T3

. '

concern.
a .

J As indica in ,Table 13, page 74;'he test:scores

on knowledge of f ily size were compared.' The t -test for

- comparing the mean of the two groups indicated a t of
, .

.23,
.

which was not signifiCant. Hence,. the Aull hypothesis

0)
4. . -

(Ho : U - 02 = 0) was accepted; i. e., there was no
1 '* ..

, .

significant difference, between the two strata, ''

Violation of the. assumption of the normality .in

- U2 = 0 was shown to have only,

t 'vial effects on the level of ~significance and 'power of
.

the testand hence was no cause for concern. Therefore,-
c, ,

the hypothesis was rejected at th44.05 leVel Of confidence.'

There was no aitailable research informationrelated
,

to the hypothesis in this study. Therefore, no com-41'

parisons could be made. It was interesting to note that

more families, in stratum 3attended college than did

Ihamilies in stratum 1. Yet, poth performed at the same

level on the test on nutrition,,income and, family size

as shown in Table 1, page 44 and Figure 1, page 45. The
f1".\
amilies in each of the two strata had knowledge of the

4
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TABLE 13 .

TEST SCORES ONKNOWLEDGE OF FAMILY SIZE OF FAMILIES
IN THE LOWER8AND UPPER STRATA,

Test cores

Lower Stratum
, ($4,800 - 5,09)

N
1

= 28'

5E
1
= 69.82

. 4'

ft S2 = 5047.32
1

t = .23

=56 X =.67.6

= 84 IT= 68.\

Upper Stratum
($5,400:-5,700)

= 28

= 65.54

S,
2
= 490b.00

4

ti
`1,

A

. 85

.
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,e

basic four food.qroups and both had inadequate diets.

Families in stratum 3\pent ifmore for food yet had the most

inadequate diet.

O'

4.)

V

4
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

%

The purpose'o f this study. was to investigate the re-
,

lationship between the level of nutritional consumption and

the education, income, and family size of selected families
;

in the southwest section of Atlanta, Georgia. The-study

was 'conducted in September and October of 1974. The sample

consisted of eighty-four families who:had annual incomes

between $4,800 and $5,700 for four or more members;, the

average family size Was five. The mean educatiohal level of

all the families was 10.93. The mean for stratum I was

10.8; for'sratum 2i it was 11.2; and for stratum 3, it

was 10.8. Further analysis of the findings,derived from

this study were summarized as .follows.

HITothesis

lbe hypothesis that the difference between the mean

of the two, strata, upper and lower: U1 - U
2
equaled zero

.

against the alternative hypothesis that it was diffe ent

from zero in the areas of knowledge of nutrition, knodledge

of income, and knowledgeorfamily size, was Teiected

at the .05*level pf confidence. Violation of the as-
1.1

sumption of no4mality in the t-test Ho ..

',.
o u2

76
, 41P

,

) 87

\

= 0 was
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shown to have only trivial.effetg on the level of signi7

cance"and the power of the t-t st a1i:d' hence etas no cause

for concern.

. Objectives

Analysis of data'using the Pearson-Product- Moment

Coefficient Correlation method showed:that there was a
.

relationship between nutrition knOwledlp, income, knowledge,

and knowledge of family sizes between the 'upper and lower

strata families in the study. The analysis indicated that

the three variables in the hypothesis, considered to be

factors in the attainment of minimum adequate nu ion.
, _,_,- ;--, .

were more highly correlated with the lack of use of know-
. _

,

,

ledge than with the lack of knowledge, and with faMily size '

than with the amount of income: The most significant

factor in` the attainment of adequate levels of nutrition

was not determined.

Shopping practices of the families xevealed that,

where income permitted, diets of the families were not

different. That is, the duets , were not adequate in quality

nutrition regardless of the food expenditure. Most diets

showed high levels of deviation, from that which is con-

sidered adequate.

The findings indicated that the possession of know:-..

ledge of dietary needs had no significant impact on the,

choices of foods either aMong those individuals, with a high

school education,' those with a college education Or those

88

S.
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having neither. Most of the interviewees stated that they

knew about thelpasidrfour food groups or a similar food

group, and they scored about the same on the nutrition

. knowledge test. Data in the study indicated that there was

little relationship between education and good food

choices. The checklist data supported the fact that the

families did not choose the correct-foods for an adequate

diet. The habittal'choices of foods constituting the diets

,.strongly indicated that people select mainly what they enjoy

`,and basically those foods with which they were most

familial. Since there wereno immediate negative effects

recognizable to the individual he pays little or no

attention to the nutritional valUe or long range effects

of his choices. ' -
Families with incomes below $5,400 spent less money

than the recommended amounts for adequate nutrition. Some

families with more than $5,40D spent more than the recom-

mended amounts. Yet, all families, on the average, bad
. .

inadequate diets. The dietary findings were'similar among

sthb families within each stratum and among all strata of

familiet at. all educational levels:, The mean - amount of

money spent for food per family of five peF w015 was as

follows:

Stratum 1
Stratum 2
Stratum-3

Th&average amount,

$33.29
$34.43
$39.08

of money spent for foodby each family
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in a week was $35.80. The average per capita expenditure

was $7.12.

.

FaMilies with the lower incomes purchased more fruit

and vegetables than families with the higter incomes. In

all the diets, total servings of fruit and Vegetables were

well beldw that recommended except for the dark green. and .

deep yellow vegetables. Most diets were low in content

on kilocalbrieS because oftlie low use of breads and

cereals. The low consumption of milk indicated a shortage

in the diet' of the 'recommended am6unts.of calcium.

Stratum 1 had less income per capita and 'spent less .per

Capita f r.food; yet, they had better diets than all

families in the three strata. Both the mean annual and the

mean weekly expenditures for food for most of the .families,

in this study were below the national norm mean for the

United States.

Conclusion

Itappears that certain concepts that nutrition

educators have been folloWing in teaching may need some

modification, fortthe final answers to the most contro:-

versial issues are still'not available. The results of

this study showed that some families in this researdh may

be poorly fed for reasons other thah the shortage of money:

The related literature and findings in this study showed

that many families do not know about or fully understand

90 .
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the-value of nutritious diets and that the'food choices

thy make do not supply adeluate nutrients.

One of the most significant findings of this

was that the donsumptiOn of fruits and vegetables by

fdmilies in all strata is deplorably inadeataate. A com-
b . ,

pariion of data on knowledge of nutrition, income, and

family size with le'l!rels of,nutrition consumption showed

little'elationship among these facets.. Families did not

apply what they knew about nutrition and money management

when phopping for food, as shown in Table 7, page 57.

. Further, this research indicated that knowledge of nutrition

and of income; in general, may not be as effective as it

could be in changing the dietary behavior ofpeople. -Data

reported by other researchers irldicated the same high levels
fe

of dietary devia-Eions.descrid in
4 A X

indings sug4ested that it was not

this study. The

family smote alone which in-
.

fluences the level of nutrient adequacy in diets; 'it was not

income alone, nor wAs'it the educationaLlevel. All of
.

these facets "appeared .to be highly interrelated. 1" ^

Thetinterrelationships ofo these factors suggested that

more money may not be the answer to better nutritional'
.

practices among the families in this study. However, families
,V

in stratum 1 may. benefit from having more money. Families

with ,the lowest- per .capita income ap eared tohave better
t . . 4

-m
, .

nutrition_dniq -money managenewt prac ces than those vath the

'higher,incOme.. However it was recognized `that none of '.'
v

-f
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the families received 100 percent of the recommended amounts

of food. The low cost adequate diet developed for this study

could have been adeqUateif the expenditures for food were

100 percent of the cost and the nutrients carefully

selected.

Using the nutritional standards set for this research,
-t

twenty-eight families could have selected an adequate diet

without increasing their expenditures for food. Fifty-six,

of the families would have required..more money to purchase

an adequate diet. The lack of sufficient income. to buy the-

proper food was recognized,in this study 'as an important

constraint; however, in general, the higher the income of

the family, the less adequate the diet was nutritionally.

Apparently the low income i milies,had established a better

food purchasing pattern than e other families. The diets

bf.the higher income families could have. been adequate if

the money had been wisely,spent for food. The highest'
V. p.

consumption of milk,, cheese, fish., and poultry was found in

families having the highest income's.

1-

Although there were families ih this study who spent

enough money per capita to have had an.adeauate 2 yet, it
.

must be kemembered"that what they, obtaine were 'the bar

necessities of fdbd. Also it should be clear that food is

just one element of good nutrition; other necessities for

life might be missing in the life of these families.

Family size may be expe t,a to affect the per capita'

"41
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food budget. Families with the highest income per capita

spent more money per individual. This perhaps suggests

that families take advantage of their relatively greater.

affluence mainly to eat more expensive foods. Family *Size,

has an important bihring on the functional use of.income

for food purdMasing and consumption. Analysis of the data .

at

indicated that family size was more related to income than

to knowledge of nutrition or knowledge of income. This is

explained by the fact that the average size family was five

and the average food expenditure per week per capita was

$7.12 which was .sufficient to purchaie an adequate diet.

Fatily size probably related closely to food consumption,

habits.

Knowledge of nutrition appeared to have ,little to coo

with dietary practices. Usually it is expected that Indi-

viduals relate that which they know to what they 'do;,

however, overt nutrition behavior in relation to knoWledge

was ,generally lowinall three strata'of Also,

'litlile,more money per family did not make a significant

difrence in the dietary practices of these' families. 'The
.

.
i.esuIts revealed that nutritionally adequate diets of these

families depended on many factors which weke unique to them,

They varied not only in terms .-of income, btit also in regard
.

4 e
' I

'4
to fitsney managbMent,' faMili,isize, nutrition knowlddge, and

other less easily identifiablerfactors.

S
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RecoMmendations

The analysis of- the findings in this -kesearh dealing

with knowledge of nutrition, income, and family 'size, and

nutritional \consumption revealed information which may be

relevant for instructors engaged in develdpmental, cor-

rective, or preventive programs in nutrition.

There appeared to be a need for a'different approach.

to nutrition education. Educators, fgraexamole, might
'..

ea

conSider'iniegrating nutrition coqrses mith other subjects
0 0,

and stylizing tie 1resentation of nutrition information toaTh

individual personal needs. Educational isciplines Such as

''social .sciences, chemistry, and bi.V.ogy m.V. consider'.44%.....01

'nutrition education as apart of theiricurricuia. Since'
. . .

\' *,

food is ,intimately woven into the-fabric of "society, it.i.s,...

imperative that educataws redirect their prioritieS to give
.

more consideration to the application of nutritional know,-

.001edge by all people in .all countries.

There is a need for more research in the
.

. .
. ...

. .

community regarding nutrition, money.Oanagentent, and
.

A '. . . - .
dietaiy behavior. There ore, the next 'plgulned step of this

4 4

research ghould be to use the findings of this investi-

gation to devise content infOrmation and Bie.thods of in-
.

struction in nutrition for these families.. >In addition, it

would be necessary to teach, the families, using the devised

plan, integratir'4inowledge of nutrition, irioney

and family pinning information. An evaluation

4

'4.

management,

of the plan
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, .

would be made on the bases of changes in behavior of the

families and collared with a parallel study of the behavior
,

,,

. of families from the same population who did not partibipate
\:.

indthe educational program. Plans for such a problem could

be devised in the college home economics classes, testeerin

the 'classes, implemented in the community, evaluated,,ana

made available for educational use by other educators.

Interdisciplinary teaching in the natural and social

sciences, in humanities, and in home economics might be needed

tosolve problems of family health. In this age there should

be a high priority on research significant to better dietary

habits.'

All educators in various positions muOt help to increase

the useful ness of research findings by making them more

,'readily available to professions and to the public. This re-

searcher proposes to publisji a series of articles in the local

news media concerning the findings in this study and em-

phad4ing the need for continued research and its application

for Elie sollitiOb of family health pr oblems.

Educators must be among the first to anticipate. and

recognize change, and.to'weigh'tfie capacities of the family
r

to meet new demands, and to set new directions for programs

of benefit to familieS. Nutrition education might begin .

with preschool training and continue throughout life.. Similar

sttdies could be conducted with families in other 4eographibal.t

areas to get a 'more universal picture of the problems of

\ the poor.

4
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SURVEY

The pu ose of tkte survey, is to make initial "contacts

with families to enlist their cooperation in .a resarch

DIRECTION: Please fill in the blanks With the
appropriate information:.

'.1.' Name of family membet

2. Address of familyzember

3. telephone number Where family can be reached

4.', Number of, children in the family

5. Can 'we interview you in your }tome for this study?

What special day? , . What speci I time?

90 101
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INTERVIEW NUMBER

DATE OF INTERVIEW

TIME 0*P INTERVIEW Began A:M.

Ended A.M. - P.M.

t.

Statement:

Yourcooperation with an educational research project, conducted by an Atlanta Home

Economist, will be greatly appreciated. All interview inforrriation received is confidential.

1, No names will be used.

The purpose of this study is to determine the relationships between nutritional requirements,
.

,fancily income, and family size of a selected group of families living in the Southwest area of
, .

Atlanta, Georgia. The information from this reseirch . reveals :some "types of food problems 1/
1..

. .

faced by parents. The researcher seeks to ide ly some comParable facts, from which methods
. .

of approach can be developed for better fm(Nays to meet the nutritional needs of families.. .
. .

The researcher is particularly interested in obtaining your responses to some cuestions.
P

Because of you experiences, as a parent who is concerned with the growth and development

of children, yo were chosen to par.ticipate in the study.

. -

4 4
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Directions: Please give the, information. requested in e.questions by either a check (x), or
fill in the blanks with the appropriate an wgr(s).

General Informatidn_

1. How many members are there in y

How many are children?

2. Hoini much of your weekly or monthly
'spend for food?

.
3. About how much of your weekly or

0

4. Does the amount of money spent for
or soft drink rrilxes?

If the is "Yes", ask-question'np.

5. Ab0ut how many cartons or packages
do you buy each week?

6. Do you buy items other than food in

If the4ns'wer is "Yes", ask question

7. Is the costrof these items included as
expenditures for food?

8. What are, some of f-the items you bUy
do you spend fovhem?

9. Do you have animals for whom you

10. Do yOu know about the BasicFqur

11. Do you know about the information
family planning clinic in your neighborhood
of Atlanta?

r family?

income do you

monthly income is this?

1/4 of it?

1/3 of it?

1/2 of it?

food'inClude soft drinks

5

of soft drink mixes

the food market?

no. 7

part of your weekly.

and about how much

61

purchase animal food?
, .

food groups?

and services Of any
of the City

4.

,1

Yes 0 No 0 Sometimes O.
Cartons Packages

4

-
YesO .No 0 Sometimes 0

Yes' 0. ,-No ,0 --Sometimes

ITEM4 & S AMOUNTS

-

Yes^ NoD

YesO No0 OtherO

YesO NoD Otherif

93
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Directions: FOr staternents below, please check (x) in one (1) column the answer best describing
your knowledge. .. .

4 #

I<NOWLEIJGE OF NUTRITION'

.

Meaning of Code

, SA - Strongly Agree

A - Agree
N - Neutral

D - Disagree

SD - Strongly Disagree

- 12. The health of pregnant woman determines.the baby's health

13. Infants have a better chance of survival if the mother is well
nourished throughout pregnancy

14. There is some fuel in every food.

SA A N D SD
1 2 a. 4 5

r .
. 0 Q

b
o o

15: The main food sources of energy (fuel) are starches, sugars,
a'hd fats. These foodsdo n,ot build tissues. . . . . :

.

'1-6. The best sources orproteips are meat, eggs, bnd milk. Dry
.1:mans anct peas are the next best Sourcerotproteins.

,

, -
.11 The protein value of cereals; breads, and vegetables can be

increased by combining. them with'milk or -eggs., ..
'. .

18. Reativegetable'stewiprovide a highly. nutritious
' combination of food protein.

-c19. Whether you are young Or bid, it is a good thing 'to have,
. milk in the diet.

,

2b. Milk is a.good source of talcibm.

One.good reason for eating darkjgreen vegetables is for
their ironeontent.

22. °, A deep yellow vegetable (carrots, sweeOotatoei) can be
used for a-dark-green vegetable in a, meal and' givetthe,sarne
good source of-Vitainin A. -, ' 0 o'

23. tomatoes,c'ent be used in .the place of Oranges, grapefruits,
or tangerines in . ., 0 0

0 0

-40

4:3 0 0 0

4, _O O.

0 0 ,0 0

24.- One way Ice make awe ot-getting,Vitamin B in the diet is.to
-Use regularly bread.and,flour made from whole grain or

enriched flour.
. .

26: When you eat a variette 91 foOds you are pretty sure of getting
, the vitamins and minerals yot need.

94
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. 26. Large quantities ofstarchy foods and sugars are not good
for one's health.

27. Body muscles, blood, bones, glands; nerves, skin are made
up basically of proteins.,

28. Propin is needed for body maintenance and/or growth from
the beginning bf pregnancy to the end of life.

KNOWLEDGE OF INCOME

29. If you were given S50.00 to spend as you wish, you should
spend all of it. e

30. The best way'to shop is to use dfood plan and a shopping list.

31. A wise shopper checks the different stores befolt making
deti,sions on what to buy.

O. You can cut dowd on cost of food if you reduce the
quantities of meat, fish, or poultry by one-third and increase
the amount of white potatoes and cereals by onefourth, and
still have- an\adequate diet.

33. LaAe well-flethed poultry provides more meat per pound .

than smaller ones (chickens, turkeys, etc.)
.

34. Cheaper..cuts chuck roast) of,meat may have more lean and
less fait* more expensive cuts (T-bone) andOften give you
mdre for your money.

,

35. You'should consideohe CQS1 of bone and fat' Whenibuying
meat.

36. Grits, oattneal, and cream of wheat are good food buys because
they make nutritious rheals.1

KNOWLEDGE OF FAMILY SIZE

37. A's amity sizeinpreases and children grOw older, the food bill

SA A N D aSD
1 2 '3 4 5

,

'0

0 .

0 0

`

fl .

0 CI

,or
b q .0

e0 `

increases ds do other financial commitments of the farnjly.

38. The spacing bf children is important to the fa'mily's hpalth
and Well-being.

39. Children should be spaced two years apart.'

40. You can be a better parent *one or two children thayou
can to roar or five. o'

1 r9 5
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I
41. People can exercise control over their childbearing practices.

. 42. People are morally obligated to limit their family size. ..
r

43. Size of family is important ttdeterMining the nutritional
status and health of thp family. e

44. Family income should be used in determining how large a'
fatnily should be. . .

h
45. A rapid increase in population leads to a shortage of goods

and a rise in prices.
.

46: The standard of living of the people in a country depends on
the total national income and the population of that country.

47. An example of a family planning clinic in your neighborhood
would be "Planned Parenthood"'

48. Family planning should, be used to make decisions about
yotir family size.

119, Family-planning should be taught to all childi'en.

50. Is it all right for couples to do something to keep from getting
pregnant or to keep from haying more children than they Want?

51 Every woman should have as many children as she wants.

52. It is all right for a woman or man to be operated on to
prevent pregnandiesr

.4
53.' Sometimes it is necessary for a woman to have a pregnancy

aborted..

54. A baby born too soon can ruin the hopes and dreamsof a
man pr woman -"no 'Matter how much they love each other+
and the baby.

55. Funny planning is a humaq right - the right to make
common sense of our lives, the right of every child to be
wanted, and the right of mothers and fathers to'have the
children they are able to nourish and care for.

56. Families can have.babies when they are ready for them - if
. they use birth control.

96

fk
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0 0 0 -0 0
0 0 0 '0_

0 0 0 0

O o O 0

0' 0 0 0 0

o O oqo

0 0 0' 0

a

0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 Of 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 '0 0 0' 0

O 0 3 0 0

O o o o o

0 0 0 0 0

.0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
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GENERAL INFORMATION

57. What do yOu:thinkliou need to have to provide for your family
better health (other than rye money)? {Check items desired.

a

Better food markets

Nutrition knowledge

How to spend money:

How to buy food

How to cook

How to plan meals

Birth Control information .
Other

58. Tell us th last grade you'completed in school.

Thank you for responding to the questions and statements. There should be a follow-up on

this at a tater date. We hope something good will come out of, it.

A

1

It
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THREE DAY FOOD INTAKE
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CHECK LIST \
Three Dby Food Intake-

Directions: Please check, in the appriiSriate column, the foods your family were served each of the days
listed. At the end of the third day,,please mail the check list in the self,fressed and
stamped envelope..

....

BASIC
FOOD GROUP NAME OF FOOD

THURSDAY
1ST DAY

FRIDAY
2ND DAY

SATURDAY
3RD DAY

-.

C MMENTS
Meat,

Poult

Alter

Fish

& '

tives

?

.

.

'

Bologna.

Beef

Chicken *
Fish

Giblet

Ham

Kidney

' Lamb

Liver

Pork Chop

. Pork Roast
c-

Spare. -ribs

Turkey

. Veal

Weiner .

Other . .

.
.

. ..

- -

, .

.

,
.

. -

: .
.

. I
Yellow -

.Vegefables

4

Aconi Squash

Butternut
.A' Aquksh. , ..

crrot. _ , .

.Sweet Potato
: CornYellowY

.
,

. - .
.

4

5.

,
. ..

-Dark - Green'

Vegetable!

,
.

.

Bell Pepper

Beccoli .

lards :oCollards

Kale .

Mustard

4. Spinach .

Turnip

Otner

.

,

.

. .

.

.

Other

Vegetables

BlaCkeye Pea

Cabbage ' . ..

Celery

. .

,

l
-

...
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BASIC
FOO

' -4

11AME OF FOOD
THURSDAY
1ST DAY

FRIDAY
2ND DAY

SATURDAY
3RD DAY COMMENTS

Other

Vegetables

(Copfd.) .

.

. ,

; .

Corn (White)

Field Pea

Green Bean

Kidney lean

Lettuce

Okra

Peanut

Pork & Bean

Red Bean

Summer Squash

Tomato

Wriite Potato

Other

.

.

.
.

ti

. .

.

;'Citrus Fruits

and

Juicetik

.
<-

'4"

.

Grapefruit

Grapefruit Juice

Lemonade- ,

Limeade.

Orange

Orange Juice

Tangerine

Tangerine Juice

.

.

.
.

,

' .

.

. . .
.

.

. Other

Fruits

and

Juitts:

.

Apple

Apricot
Banana

Blieberry
Cantaloupe

Grape

Peach

Pear

'Pineapple

Plum .

Prune

Strawberry

WWatermelon
.
*.

Other

-

.

.

Eggs Egg
'
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BASIC
FOOD GROUP

,

NAME OF FOOD Y
THURSDAY
1ST DAY

FRIDAY
2ND DAY

SATURDAY
3RD DAY COMMENTS

Dairy

Products

.

.

-

Cheese

Dairy Queen

Ice Cream

Ice Milk ,
..

Milk
Yogurt ,

Other.

\ .
.

. .

..

. . .
.

.

. .

Breads

and .

goals

.

..

,

..

.
:

Biscuit .

Brown Bread

Cereal.(Ready'to
Eat)

Corn Bread'

Grits

Macaroni

Oatmal
Pancake

Rice
.

ll..Rol!
.

Spaghetti

Waffle

White Bread

Other .

. . .

,....
. : .

.

. .
.

.
.

.

' .
-

... .
,

. . .a

.
,

.
.

.. .
, . .

. .... ,
.r,

0

4
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112
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Nap 1.-MqtropO1itan Atl
shows :.the approximate ,site

ahta 'by' counties: The darkened area
used in this study.
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_CHART 2
, ^

FOOD'GROUPS, THEIR EQUIVALENTS, AND NUTRIENTS

Food Group
.and amount

°Meat, Fish,: Poultry,,
and Liver

1 Oz (28 Gms)

Milk
, '8 0; (236.Gms).

Fruits: Citru.s
4 Oz Orange Juice
114 gms)

,. ,

-

'4 Oz Other Fruits* =
(114 cpus)

IP

Vegetables-1/2't6 2/1
-yell6w

Leafy green or deep
yellow
4 ot to 6,0z

.

4

. :

'SUPPLIED
Kt a

Food Equivalent
and Amount

Nutrient
.Supplied

sy

1 Egg
8 Oz Milk 4 Protein
1 Oz Cheddar Cheese B-Vitamins

'oz Cheddar- Cheese.
3/4 lb Cottage Cheese
.1 pint Ice Milk
1 pidt Ice Cream
I

4 oz. grapefiuitlytice
I mv:dilla orange. .
1/2 grapefrtlit'
8 oz t9mat9'julce

1 apple, pear, banana
peach

1/4 cantel.Oupe
15 large Cherries
2'plums,
10-large'strawberries

1/2 to 2/3.,.c4k.,

Mustard green
Ttrnip.greens 4,5A
Spinach
Kale
Collards.
Punpkin
tueet Potatoes
ttetnut squash

$weet greenpeppers
CakTots
Broccoli

107

Protein
and ,13-

Vitamin

Ascorbic
Acid,
Vitamin A
and Iron

Vitamihs

:Iron,
Iodine, .

vitamin
Ascorbic
Acid

118

-0
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e CHAT ..2- Continued
.

Food .Group Food'Equivalent ,Nutrientancr.mount' and Amount SupplLedti

.

Other. vegetables
4 oz 7 1/2 cup . B-Complex(114 gms) .Beets

Cabbage
Green beans
Green'peas..
Sauerkraut
Tomatoedi
Yellow turnips
Rutabaga

Breads and Cereals
0 2 oz (56 gms) = 1/2 cup cooked grits B-complex

1/2 cup cooked rice Vitamins,4
1 slice enriched Calcium, and
bread Q incomplete

1 medium muffin protein
2 4raharecrackers
1 medium, biscuit
5 Saltine crackers .,

1 (2" square) cornbread
1 medium sued baked ,

0 . :
, potatb ,

.

1/2 cut potato
1./4-cup baked beans
1/3 cup corn

,

1/3 cup.. corn

,

= 1 oz meat irotein
,8 oz-milk'' fat,
'oz cheddar cheese Vitamin A,.

. - . and IronPotato,'1 medium 7 2 oz bkead'or cereal Kcal, cal-. I..

, citim, and.

Eggs (56'gMs).

Fats .and Oils °.

Ascorbic.
acid

ti

Kcal, Es-\
sential
and Ascorbic
acid119

108*.
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,CH,ART 2- Continued

Food Group'
and Amount

s

Food Equivalent
and Amount

Nutrient
Supplied

Sftlt pork or bacon.
3'oz (840p),

t4.-:.;s

1 tablespoon mayonnaise
2 tablespoons salad

dressing
2 tablespoons - french

dressing
1 tablespoon salad oil
1 tablespoon. margarine or

butter

peas and beans, = 1 cup,skim milk
cup (raw), 1 oz meat

'

A

109

120

Kcal

. Particularly
incomplete
protein and
B-Vitimin
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TABLE 14

I

THREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF MEAT, FISH, POULTRY,
WAND ALTERNATES .FOR EIGHTY-TWO FAMILIES

Food .,..e.;\tThursday

Bologna

Beef

Chicken

Fish

Giblets

Ham

Liver

Pork Chopq

Pork Roast

Spareribs

Turkey

Veal

ieiners

,Other *

5.

18

23

2-

46

9

10

2

1'

1

0

9

12 ,

Friday Saturday Total
Served

5

6

.2

, 16

12 4t.

40 lc

19 7 :'49

28 4 38

1 1 4

3 2
.

11 '.

?3 4 16
,

,

7 '26

1 3 6

3 9 13
t

1 0 2

1 2 3

2 -24 35

t 3,
2. 17

4

1Z2 .

'5;

*IR
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TABLE 15

1

THREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF MILK AND MILK PRODUCTS
2ND EGGS FOR ALL EIGHTY-TWO FAMILIES

Food Thur6day. Friday

Eggs 30 22

Dairy Products

Cheese 8

Dairy Queen 1 0

Ice Cream 2 4

Ice Milk 4' 3

Milk 42 . 24

'Yogurt 0 1.

Other 3 - -3

Saturday Total. Served

33 92

5 20

a 3

10 W 16

, 2 9

19 ,75

1 2
.

1 7

2

112

123

4
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4

ti

ti

TABLE 1

THREE -DAY FOOD INTAKE OF VEGETABLES F ALL '6
EIGHTY-TWO FAMILIES-

.

f,

45:.

load ..,

. Thurs'day Friday Saturday Total Served.
..

.

--Yellow and Dark ,.

Green Vegetables

% e

Acorn.sguash. 1 r 0 0
.: 3.

Sweet: Potatoes 23 10 41 39

Carrots 7 '2 9'

YelloW 'corn 22 ,13 11 .. . ,46
Bell pepper

, 1 2 5 8
Broccoli 0 1 1 . 2
CollardS: * 21 d5 '10 36
,Aale. 1 , 1 0 _2
Mustard 2 2 . . 3 7t e

Spinach . 5 4 4 13
Turnip Greens .15 14, 0 as

. Other' 0 4' 1
.

,
.

:' .

OthVegetables
.

''Blackeyed' peat 12 8 13'
.Cabbage I '6 13 '1.0
_Celery ,6 ':.2 . .2
White. corn - 2 -6 l
Field peas -1- 2 . 4
Green~ beans ! 9 ..1 '5'
Kidney beans . _1, . 2 3

..,

Lettuce 13 4, 6
, Okra '5 5 6

. Peanuts 3 , 2 2
Pork and beans - 5 ,16

° Red beans . 0 .1 '2 .

Summer .squash 2 : , 0 . 1,
Tomatoes ,

...`1.,
14 12 , 6

.. 'White potatoegA 9.

7

'17

a.

Other
.

5 1 0

t

4

,

113

124

31
29:

"10
9'
7

17
6 -

23'
16'.
753
3

32
50

6

SI
I

V
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TABLE 17

t THREE -DAY FOOD INTAKE OF FRUITS AND JUICES FOR
ALL EIGHTY -M40 FAMILIES

e
e

S

.

Food Thurs ay Friday. Saturday TotalServed

Citrus fruits and
juices

Grapefruit
Grapefruit juice
Lemonade
Limeade
Orange 10

_Orange juice

Other fruits and
juices

Apples

4 5
4 2

'11 9

2 4

7
12

t-
8

11 14
Apricots
Bananas
Blueberries
Canteloupe
GrapeS
Peaches,
Pineapple
Pears
Plums .

Piuries'
Strawberries
WaterMelon k

0' 0
4 6
1 l',

2 1
3 1
6 4
2 . 0
2 0
.0 1
0 1

- 0
0 0

1

.1 10
2 8

4 24
3 9

.5 22
10 30

'6 21
1 1
4 14
0, ,2

2 5

4 8
1 : 11
1 3
2 ' 4
G .1

1 2
1. 1
1 1.

I

s "

ve 125

114

I -

\
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,' TABLE 18

THREE-DAY FOOD INTAKE OF BREADS AND CEREALS FOR

0

ALL EIGHTY-TWO FAMILIES

Food Thursday Friday Saturday Total Served

Biscuits 8 11 .. 10 29

Brown Bread 3 4 1 8

Cereal (R to eat). 15 13 .* 12 40

Cornbread
_

.%

.43

%

33 26 '. 102

Grits 16 15 ' 13 44

Macaroni 4 1 4 9

Oatmeal:
,

a 1 1 3

Pancakes 1 2 5 :8 '

Rice (' .10 7 ' 10 27

'Rolls '6 5 7 18

Spaghetti
.

2 4 7

Waffles - 0 0 1 1

White bread 33- 29 .36 98

J.

115
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